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Professional Abstract
In December, 1985, the Jeffrey L. Brown Institute of Archaeology, University of
Tennessee at Chattanooga, conducted secondary testing and evaluation of the McNish Site,
9CH717, located on Hunter Army Airfield, Savannah, Chatham County, Georgia. The research
was funded by the United States Army and coordinated by the Archeological Services Division,
Southeast Regional Office, National Park Service. Discovered in a 1983 archaeological survey of
the the base, the site consisted of sparse historic and prehistoric artifacts. The testing research was
to provide data for a determination of eligibility for inclusion of the site in the National Register of
Historic Places.
Fieldwork at the site consisted of evaluation of the historic and prehistoric components and
a special investigation of an early 19th century cemetery associated with the McNish family. A
further objective was to determine the extent of modification to the research potential of the site
occasioned by recent clearing activities by the Army. Site evaluation included systematic
excavation of 50 cm square screened shovel tests at 10 m intervals over the project area to redefine
site boundaries and to determine the relative density of cultural material, followed by excavation of
twelve 1 x 2 m units in 10 m blocks possessing high artifact densities. Examination of the brickenclosed cemetery involved the excavation of four exterior and five interior search trenches to
determine the number and location of burials. The exterior search trenches failed to discover any
burials outside the brick walls of the enclosure, while the interior trenches revealed four burials:
two adult and two infant or juvenile burials. Markers for John McNish and his infant son,
William Couper McNish, both interred in 1826, were present.
Site testing revealed discrete historic occupations dating to the colonial period and the early
19th century, and a prehistoric component with Late Archaic, Woodland and Mississippian
occupations. The colonial component has an apparent median occupation date between 17401750, and probably represents the site of an unidentified Euro-American household.
Documentary research did not reveal the identity of the site inhabitants. The early 19th century
occupation is associated with the Hermitage Plantation of the Johnston and McNish families, but
the associated material culture on the archaeological site relates to the mortuary assemblage rather
than to on-site habitation. The site does not appear to have been inhabited or extensively used
after c. 1850.
Between the 1983 survey and the 1985 secondary testing, half of the site was subjected to
land clearing that disorganized the sheet refuse deposits associated with the historic occupation.
The limited testing did not reveal any historic sub-surface features associated with the colonial
occupation of the site. The present state of preservation of the/colonial historic component of the
site, and its low focus, in itself does not support a nomination to the National Register.
The 50 cm shovel tests andl x 2 m units excavated in the course of Phase II testing
revealed aboriginal components which were not detected during the Phase I survey of the site.
Specifically, a previously undetected Late Archaic component was discovered and the Woodland
stage (Deptford period) component was found to be well-represented by ceramic and possibly lithic
artifacts. A deeply buried, well-preserved Refuge or Deptford period subsistence feature was
delineated. In addition, a small amount of early Mississippian period material was recovered.
However, these findings are not sufficient to demonstrate potential eligibility for inclusion of the
prehistoric site in the National Register.
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Lay Abstract
An archaeological excavation was carried out at a site at Hunter Army Airfield in order to
discover at what times and in what ways earlier cultures used the site. Artifacts were found
indicating that North American Indians from as far back as 3000 B.C. up to 1400 A.D. lived in the
area that was tested, but that the heaviest occupation was probably by Indians of the Deptford
culture (500 B.C. - 700 A.D.). Evidence of an early colonial occupation, consisting of domestic
artifacts dating from 1740 to 1760, was also found. Finally, a small 19th century graveyard
belonging to the family of John McNish was tested to see if any burial pits were present in the
grave enclosure. Besides several inscribed gravestone fragments, four grave pits of different sizes
were discovered, indicating that two adults and two children are buried there. Documentary
records relating to John McNish were checked, and it was learned that he was an important
businessman in Savannah during the first quarter of the 19th century and that he once owned a
plantation called the Hermitage in the Hunter Army Airfield area.
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INTRODUCTION
In the summer of 1985, the Archeological Services Division of the Southeast Region,
National Park Service, issued a request for proposals entitled "Archeological Site Testing and
Evaluation at Hunter Army Airfield, Georgia," (RFP 5000-85-36). Outlined in this document was
a program for secondary archaeological testing of a multi-component prehistoric and historic site
aimed at determination of the eligibility of the site for inclusion in the National Register of Historic
Places. Discovered in a 1983 survey of Hunter Army Airfield at Savannah, Georgia, the McNish
Site, 9CH717, had been deemed to require further exploration to determine its historical value
and/or archaeological research potential.
The Jeffrey L. Brown Institute of Archaeology, University of Tennessee at Chattanooga,
responded with a technical proposal and budget for the McNish Site secondary testing. After a
series of technical and budgetary revisions, the Institute was awarded the contract for the testing
program. Fieldwork on the site took place in December, 1985, followed by analysis and report
preparation in January and February, 1986.
Before summarizing the specific objectives and results of the secondary testing program at
the McNish Site, it is necessary to present background information in order to place the excavation
data in historical perspective.
Hunter Army Airfield
Hunter Army Airfield is a United States Army installation situated in Chatham County,
Georgia, on, the outskirts of the county seat, Savannah. The 2174 hectare (5372 acre) facility
provides aviation training and air support to the 24th Infantry Division (mechanized) based at nearby Fort Stewart, Georgia. The base is approximately 16 km (9.6 miles) from the Atlantic Ocean
and is bounded on the southwest by the river and marshes of the Little Ogeechee or Forest River,
which drains into the estuary of Ossabaw Sound. The northeastern corner of the base is about 7
km (4.2 miles) from the heart of Savannah, and is surrounded by rapidly-expanding suburban
commercial and residential development (see Figure 1).
The Natural Environment
The following summary of the environment at Savannah is drawn from the report of the
1983 archaeological survey of Hunter Army Airfield (Smith et al. 1984). Principal sources
consulted for that summary were Wilkes et al. (1974), Higginbotham and Associates (1982),
Johnson et al. (1974), and Miller et al. (1983). Other data were drawn from Larson (1980),
Smith (1982), and Snow (1977).
The climate at Hunter Army Airfield is subtropical; the nearby ocean moderates temperatures in both summer and winter. From May to September, temperatures range in the high 80s to
low 90s (Fahrenheit), and in the winter, the average temperature is about 40 degrees Fahrenheit;
freezing weather occurs on the average of 20 days a year. Humidity is relatively high, however,
averaging from 90 to 60 percent in the summer, and from 85 to 55 percent in winter. An average
of 49 inches of rainfall occurs each year, most of it during the summer in the form of afternoon
thundershowers. Snowfall is rare on the coast, but tropical storms, hurricanes and an occasional
tornado do occur, particularly in the late summer and fall.
Hunter is situated in the Atlantic Coastal Plain physiographic province, a region characterized by large expanses of surface water and interdigitated terrestrial and estuarine habitats.
Landforms consist of a series of terraces created by successive marine advances during the
Pleistocene geological period; as sea levels fluctuated, terraces were formed either by the deposition of sediment on the ocean floor or by the erosion of ground above the water level. The
highest elevations at Hunter are remnants of a barrier island or offshore beach called the Pamlico
Formation; the town of Savannah rests on this same stretch of high ground. This high ground is
now surrounded by low-lying, poorly-drained terrain associated with the younger Silver Bluff
1

Figure 1. Savannah and Hunter Army Airfield, Chatham County, Georgia.
2

Formation; the present offshore barrier islands, salt marsh savannas, and intercoastal tidal flats are
part of this formation.
Drainage in the immediate vicinity of Hunter is into the Little Ogeechee or Forest River
which flows into Ossabaw Sound. The lower 10 km of coastal rivers such as the Little Ogeechee
are subject to tidal flux and display fresh to brackish water tidal marshes depending on local fresh
water drainage patterns. The soil in the immediate vicinity of the McNish site is from the OcillaPelham-Albany association, and is characterized as being poorly-drained soils on low ridges and in
natural depressions. The soil has a sandy surface layer and an underlying loam.
Flora and fauna in the Hunter vicinity have been substantially altered by cultural agents
beginning in the last quarter of the 19th century. As the City of Savannah grew in the 1800s,
formerly marginal lands on the outskirts of the town were drained for a combination of sanitary
and commercial reasons. Many animal species have been hunted out of the area or have lost their
habitats due to development. Consequently, in describing the flora and fauna of the area as they
were before Euro-American occupation, some reconstruction is necessary.
The oak hammock biotope, which borders the marshes at Hunter, is dominated by the
Maritime Live Oak (Quercus virginiana) and stands of hickory (Carya glabra). Other trees include
varieties of oaks, palms, hollies, bays, and other hickories. The understory consists of
herbaceous plants, woody plants, shrubs and vines; species present include the palmetto (Serenoa
repens), wax myrtle (Myrcea cerifera), and smilax or greenbriar (Smilax spp.)
Edible plants in this biotope include persimmon (Diospyros virginiana), black cherry
(Prunus serotina), grapes (Vitis spp.), blueberries (Vaccinium spp.), blackberries (Rubus sp.),
palm fruit (Sabal palmetto), and saw palmetto berries (Serenoa repens). Edible roots, such as
from Smilax spp., and leaves used to make tea (Ilex vomitoria) are also present.
Animal species associated with the oak hammock biotope include the black bear, (Ursus
americanus), white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus), raccoon, (Procyon lotor), opossum,
(Didelphis virginiana), cottontail rabbit, (Silvilagus floridanus), gray squirrel, (Sciurus
carolinensis), fox squirrel, (Sciurus niger), turkey, (Meleagris gallopavo), wood duck (Aix
sponsa), bobwhite (Colinus virginianus) and, in the early historic period, the Eastern Carolina
Parakeet (Conuropsis carolinensis carolinensis). The gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus),
the box turtle (Terrapene carolina) and several species of snake are also present in the hammock
system.
The hammocks are drained by freshwater streams which support alligators (Alligator
mississipiensis), catfish (Ictaluridae) and anadromous species such as the American shad (Alosa
sapidissima), alewife (Alosa pseudoharengus), glut herring (Alosa aestivalis), striped bass
(Morone saxatilis), Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrynchus ) and shortnosed sturgeon (Acipenser
brevirostrum).
The composition of the saltmarsh biotope is conditioned by patterns of daily tidal flux and
seasonal inundation by rainfall. The lower areas of the salt marsh feature vast stands of smooth
cordgrass (Spartina alterniflora), and on the higher elevations, glasswort (Salicornia virginica),
saltwort (Salsola kali), salt meadow cordgrass (Spartina patens) and needlerush (Juncus
roemerianus). Because of heavy silting, the marsh supports little aquatic flora. Molluscs found
in the marsh include the quahog clam (Mercenaria spp.), whelks (Busycon spp.), stout razor clam
(Tagelus plebeius), the eastern oyster (Crassostrea virginica), saltmarsh periwinkle (Littorina
irrorata), and Altantic ribbed mussel (Geukensia demissa).
The blue crab (Callinectes sapidus), stone crab (Menippe mercenaria) and fiddler crab (Uca
spp.)inhabit the waters of the marsh, as do several species of shrimp. The diamondback terrapin
(Malaclemys terrapin) is the only reptile present in the marsh. A variety of fishes frequent the
estuary and marsh waters, including the star drum (Stellifer lanceolatus), sea catfish (Arius felis),
spot (Letostomus xanthurus), sea trout (Cynoscion spp.), silver perch (Bairdiella chrysoura),
kingfish (Menticirrhus spp.), croaker (Micropogonias undulatus) and mullet (Mugil spp.).
Cartilaginous fishes present include requiem sharks (Carcharhinidae) and stingrays (Dasyatidae).
The dominant birds of the saltmarsh include the long-billed marsh wren (Telmatodytes
palustris), marsh hen (Rallus longirostris), great blue heron (Ardea herodias), common egret
(Casmerodtus albus) the double-crested cormorant (Phalacracorax auritus) and seaside sparrow
3

(Amnospiza martima). Species present seasonally include the mallard duck (Arias platyrhyncho s),
lesser scaup duck (Aythya affinis), hooded merganser (Lophodytes cucullatus) and red-breasted
merganser (Mergus serrator).
Mammals found in the marsh include the rice rat (Oryzomys palustris), bottle-nosed
dolphin (Tursiops truncatus), the manatee (Trichechus manatus) and the now extinct monk seal
(Monachus tropicalis).
Inland from the hammocks, on moderately well-drained areas of mainland, are pine
flatwoods dominated by loblolly pine (Pinus taeda), and in fresh-water wetlands, hardwood
swamps are composed of cypress (Taxodiurn ascendens), red maple (Acer rubrum) and sweet gum
(Liquidambar styraciflua). The bulk of the mainland forests, however, consist of pine barrens
composed of longleaf pine (Pinus palustris) broadleaf species occur in the floodplains of rivers and
streams draining these forests.
The pine barrens contained few food resources of interest to aboriginal populations, and
Euro-American settlers found little use for this land until relatively modern times. Aboriginal and
Euro-American occupations tended to occur in the inland river valleys and in the oak hammocks of
the coastal estuaries, where access to both terrestrial and marine food resources was facilitated by
abundant water courses suitable for transportation. The agricultural potential of this environmental
setting was higher than in any other; Euro-American farmers often reused fields cultivated earlier
by aboriginal groups.
Prehistory of the Savannah Vicinity
Sites from the Paleolndian (prior to 9000 B. C.), Early Archaic (9000 to 6000 B. C.) and
Middle Archaic (6000 to 3000 B. C.) are not well known in coastal Georgia. Groups from these
cultural stages were nomadic hunters and undoubtedly passed through the coastal plain to reach the
coast which, prior to 5000 years ago, was situated some distance to the east due to a lower sea
level. However, sites from these periods are rare. PaleoIndian tools, in particular, are restricted
to isolated finds in river valleys connecting the Piedmont with the coast. Early and Middle Archaic
sites are present in the coastal plain, but are often fugitive in nature; the inferred social organization
is band-level, and the technology was oriented toward nomadic subsistence procurement strategies.
The Archaic stage witnessed a shift in technology from the hunting of Pleistocene megafauna
toward exploitation of smaller fauna and localized subsistence resources. The accompanying
increase in sedentism resulted in the creation of more substantive archaeological sites; camps were
occupied for longer periods of time, and debris accumulations were thus more substantial.
Sites from the Late Archaic (3000 to 1100 B. C.) are relatively well known in the Savannah
vicinity. The first appearance of pottery in North America occurs in the southeastern United States
during this time period, marking the end of nomadism and the emergence of a subsistence strategy
incorporating seasonal movements and food accumulation and storage. The "Coastal Tradition,"
describing this new way of life, is defined for this transition (Milanich 1971). Ceramic vessels,
slab molded and tempered with plant fiber, appear in this period; some are decorated with incised
and punctated designs.
The Woodland stage (1100 B. C. to A. D. 1000) is characterized by changes in ceramic
technology; coiled, malleated vessel construction replaced slab-molding techniques, and fiber
tempering was replaced by sand. The crudely-formed slab-sided pottery of the Late Archaic was
superceded by a variety of deeper, thin-walled, harder vessels with rounded forms, conical bases,
and constricted necks. The new forms suggest new applications in cooking, transport and storage
of food. The earliest Woodland occupation on the Georgia coast is defined as the Refuge period.
Refuge pottery is sand or sand-and-grit tempered with punctated, incised, dentate stamped and
simple stamped surface treatments. In the following Deptford period new ceramic styles such as
bold and linear check stamping appear, but, more significantly, the appearance of burial mounds
indicates a change in social organization. Subsistence strategy apparently involved transhumant
(periodic, seasonal) movement to exploit terrestrial and marine food resources in a hunting,
collecting and gathering economy. Settlements consisting of several nuclear families were usually
situated in live oak strands adjacent to salt marshes.
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The Wilmington period, also of the Woodland stage, marks a gradual transition out of the
Deptford period; grog or sherd tempered cord marked pottery is a marker of this period, and there
is some indication of a shift in settlement pattern indicated by the existence of shell-middens in both
marsh/hammock settings and in upland oak forests.
In some areas, the St. Catherines period is defined as a transitional phase at the end of the
Wilmington; net marked and burnished pottery tempered with finely-ground sherds or clay
distinguish the transition. The Mississippian stage (1000 to 1500 A. D.) on the Georgia coast
marks a major shift in subsistence strategies and social organization. The Savannah period,
beginning about 1100 A. D., is defined in this stage. Aggregate villages consisting of clustered,
circular shell middens are accompanied by burial mounds; larger sites evince defensive palisades
and communal-size structures. Platform cermonial mound centers and small, seasonally-occupied
campsites stand at either end of the continuum of Savannah sites. Horticulture is inferred to be
present, and primary reliance on estuarine resources is indicated. Pottery from this period reflects
a continuation and refinement of earlier styles; cord marked, check stamped and complicated
stamped pottery is present.
On the north Georgia coast the Irene period is the next cultural phase delineated by
archaeologists, while the Pine Harbor period is the temporal equivalent on the south Georgia coast.
In these periods, the aboriginal populations first encountered or at least were influenced by the
presence of the newly-arrived Europeans. Irene and Pine Harbor designate a period of sporadic
contact with European explorers. The Altamaha period on the northern Georgia coast and
Sutherland Bluff on the southern coast define a period of intensive contact between the aboriginal
populations and the Europeans. The Mission period (A. D. 1600 to 1700), including the
Altamaha and Sutherland Bluff manifestations, was marked by the disintegration of native
populations subjected to warfare with the Europeans and to the effects of introduced diseases.
The acculturative influence of active missionizing by the Spanish included social reorganization to
facilitate sedentary agriculturalism and religious indoctrination to facilitate social control. Military
conflict between the English and Spanish eventually drove the indigenous population away from
the Georgia coast, leaving a vacuum which was ultimately filled by the migration of interior tribes.
The Historic Period on the North Georgia Coast
The principal sources surveyed for the following summary were Coleman (1976, 1977),
Ivers (1974), and Reese (1963).
In 1732, King George II granted a charter to the "Trustees for the Establishment of the
Colony of Georgia," setting aside the area from the Savannah River south to the Altamaha River
inland along the river courses to the "South Seas." This ambitious grant was, of course, made
without the knowledge or consent of the aboriginal inhabitants, principally the Creeks, who
themselves were recent immigrants to the Georgia coast. When General James Edward
Oglethorpe disembarked his troops and colonists on the Yamacraw Bluff on the Savannah River in
February, 1733, the first order of business was to secure a treaty with the Creeks. Oglethorpe and
the Creek chieftain, Tomochichi, agreed on a concession of land between the Savannah and
Altamaha Rivers, and the colony started out at peace with the indigenous population.
The charter the Trustees operated under included unusual provisions for that day. Georgia
was situated between the developed colonies of the Carolinas and the hostile Spanish colony in
Florida, and military preparedness was of utmost importance. But there were philanthropic
considerations built into the charter as well. Georgia was to be an outlet for the masses of English
poor and unemployed; their efforts in the colony would not only permit them economic and social
opportunity but also serve the interests of the crown by securing title to a disputed territory and
acting as a buffer to the more developed and prosperous provinces of Carolina. The colony was
also envisioned as a source of raw materials (such as silk, indigo, and lumber) for England's
established industries, and as a lucrative market for its finished products. Man-power was needed
on this military and economic frontier, and the royal charter made provisions for a social structure
which was both egalitarian and militarily sound. Land was apportioned Tail Male, that is, title
was not in fee simple but in trust to an individual or his oldest male offspring. Land grants were
5

restricted to 500 acres per individual, and the importation of slaves was forbidden. Compared to
the slave-dominated planter society of the Carolinas, Georgia was to be populated by freemen,
each defending his own home and organized into a colonial militia. The bulk of the population
thus would not be slaves, but rather an armed yeomanry.
The town of Savannah, Georgia, grew on the river bluffs over ten miles inland from the
open sea. Sea-going vessels found sufficient draft in the river to anchor in the shadow of the bluff
and unload their cargoes in the safety of the inland port. The core of the city was carefully
surveyed and laid out as a model of urban organization. Each ward had at its center a public
square. Lots held in title by the Trustees (Trust Lots) bordered the squares, and the remainder of
the wards were subdivided into four tythings each consisting of two rows of ten 60' by 90' lots
each. Outside the city, garden lots of five acres and farm lots of 45 acres were assigned to each
freeholder for the raising of subsistence and cash crops. Small satellite communities developed in
an arc outside the city; Hampstead and Highgate, for example, were situated at what is now the
northeastern end of present-day Hunter Army Airfield. German Saltzburgers settled up the
Savannah River at Ebenezer, and a small group of Moravians also settled near the town. For the
most part, these early communities outside Savannah were short-lived.
Highland Scots established the town of Darien on the north bank of the Altamaha River in
1735, anchoring the southern end of the colony. Although outside the boundary of the royal
charter, the fortified town of Frederica was planted on St. Simons Island in 1736. Hostilities
between England and Spain erupted in 1740 and an unsuccessful attack was launched against the
Spanish Fort at St. Augustine on the coast of Florida. The Spanish countered with what was for
them a disastrous attack on Frederica. During these hostilities, the inhabitants of Georgia lived in
a state of continuous apprehension and military readiness. A treaty in 1748 set the boundary
between the Spanish and English colonies at the St. Marys River.
Georgia's growth fell short of expectations, in part due to unrealistic goals set by the
Crown and Trustees. The envisioned silk worm industry, based on the cultivation of mulberry
trees, proved to be a fiasco. The cultivation of fruit trees and grapes for wine fell short of its
promise. Colonists did not have fee simple title to their land; there was little incentive to make
improvements to it. Out-migration to the Carolinas increased.
It was apparent to most that Georgia's prosperity hinged on the matter of slave labor. After
1750, the importation of slaves into the colony was permitted, and restrictions on the size of land
allotments loosened. In 1752 the charter of the colony was surrendered to the Crown. The
Carolina pattern of large plantations worked by equally large slave populations began to emerge in
Georgia. Rice plantations were developed along the coastal estuaries, and the higher ground was
used for cotton, indigo and other crops. After 1755, land grants were made in fee simple to
individuals who could demonstrate that the land could be worked and improved.
After 1752, royal governors ruled the province from Savannah with the assistance of a
General Assembly. In 1758, Georgia was divided into seven parishes; Christ Church Parish
included the town of Savannah and the Little Ogeechee District. By 1763, Georgia extended south
to the St. Marys River, and a treaty with the Creeks permitted Euro-American expansion into that
area. In 1765, four new parishes were created between the Altamaha and St. Marys rivers.
Georgia separated from the Crown in July of 1775, a provincial congress having allied
itself with the Continental Congress. The provincial congress assumed more and more control of
the affairs of Georgia despite the presence of the royal governor and his officials. After
skirmishes between British troops and colonial militia units at Savannah, the royal officials
departed in March of 1776. In July, Georgia joined the other twelve North American colonies in
declaring independence from Great Britain. Eight counties were created out of the former
parishes.
Royal authority returned to Savannah in December, 1778, when the town was captured by
British troops. A combined American and French assault on the town in 1779 failed to dislodge
the British. Finally, in July, 1782, the British troops evacuated Savannah, leaving the revolutionary government at least in nominal control of Georgia. Loyalists fled south into Florida and
thence elsewhere when that province was returned to the control of Spain in 1783. Loyalist
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estates were seized and given to revolutionary soldiers as a bounty for services rendered in the
conflict.
In 1799, Georgia organized its state affairs under a new constitution, and in 1803 adopted a
lottery system for the distribution of unceded lands. At Mulberry Grove on the Savannah River,
Eli Whitney developed the idea, if not the actual prototype machine, of the cotton gin, a technological innovation which set the stage for the emergence of cotton as the state's leading agricultural
product. As cotton production and profitability increased, so did the slave population which
worked the cotton fields. To service the commercial interests of the state, a branch of the Bank of
the United States opened in Savannah in 1802, and in 1810, the Planters' Bank of Savannah was
chartered. Savannah became Georgia's main manufacturing center as well as its major port, and
survived economic depression in the 1830s and 40s. Construction of the Central of Georgia
railroad from Savannah to Macon from 1836 to 1843 served to strengthen the importance of
Savannah. The completion of the Savannah, Albany and Gulf Railroad from Savannah southeast
to Thomasville by 1860 further insured the commercial preeminence of the city.
Georgia seceded from the Union in January, 1861, and seized Federal arsenals and forts
within its boundaries, including Fort Pulaski at the mouth of the Savannah River. Georgia's ports
were strangled by a Federal blockade and its sea islands seized. Fort Pulaski was captured in
April, 1862, isolating Savannah from the sea. Georgia was spared major battles within its borders
until the fall of 1863; early in 1864 a Federal army under Sherman captured and wrecked the
central city of Atlanta. The famous "March to the Sea" commenced, and its ultimate destination
was Savannah. Confederate troops constructed defensive works across the southern approaches
to the city, but were in danger of being cut off by the Federal movement. Forces under Sherman
captured the city of Savannah in December, 1864, after a strategic withdrawal of Confederate
forces. The last of the state's military forces were surrendered in May, 1865.
Georgia's agricultural economy reorganized under the sharecropping system during
Reconstruction, and cotton production continued to increase throughout the state despite falling
prices. Much of the cotton not absorbed by the growing textile milling operations in the Piedmont
was shipped out of Georgia through its principal port at Savannah.
Toward the end of the 19th century, the City of Savannah grew south from its colonial
boundaries. For commercial as well as public health reasons, the surrounding marshes were
drained with canals, opening large areas of formerly swampy land to residential and agricultural
uses (Gamble 1901). Dry-culture farming was encouraged, and the early rice plantations in the
fresh-water tidal estuaries diminished in importance. Farms and dairies occupied the high ground
in the Hunter vicinity.
The City of Savannah chose the Hunter area as the site for a municipal airport in 1928.
Roads were paved to the airfield, and in the years of World War II, the airfield was taken over by
the U. S. Army. From 1946 to 1950, the airfield was once again in civilian control. In 1950, the
U. S. Air Force assumed control of the field and engaged in a major expansion of the runways and
supporting facilities. In 1967, the base returned to the control of the U. S. Army.
Much of the Hunter area developed for military purposes in this century was relatively
high, well-drained lands which had been the preferred habitation sites in the 18th and 19th century.
These early historic sites, such as the early villages of Hampstead and Highgate, appear to have
passed into oblivion without notice. In recent decades, the base has been expanding into the oak
hammocks and islands which fringe its southwest side.
The 1983 Archaeological Survey of Hunter Army Airfield
In 1983, the Jeffrey L. Brown Institute of Archaeology, University of Tennessee at
Chattanooga, conducted an archaeological survey of Hunter Army Airfield under a contract with
the Archeological Services Branch [now Division], National Park Service, Southeast Regional
'iffice, Atlanta. Two prehistoric, six historic and one multi-component prehistoric and historic
site were recorded in the survey. Secondary testing has taken place on only one of the historic
sites, situated along White Bluff Road; it revealed early 19th century and mid-20th century
occupations. The report (Smith et al. 1984) recommended preservation or secondary testing prior
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to development on the remaining six historic period sites, one of which, the McNish Site, also
exhibited a sparse underlying prehistoric component. The report also specifically recommended
that the McNish Site be posted as off-limits and that an archaeological testing program be carried
out there prior to any fencing of the McNish burial enclosure (Smith et al. 1984:115).
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RESEARCH DESIGN
Introduction
The National Park Service request for proposal (RFP) and scope of work for
"Archeological Site Testing and Evaluation at Hunter Army Airfield, Georgia" called for the
development of a program of secondary archaeological testing to determine the eligibility of the
McNish Site, 9CH717, for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. Since the site
had been impacted by land-clearing activities subsequent to the 1983 survey, and since it was
anticipated that the site development would continue, the RFP specified that "one of the aims of
this project will be to assess the extent and scope of the construction work, to determine the degree
of impact on the cultural resources, and to make recommendations about how to manage the
cultural resources with respect to the construction project" (Archeological Services Division 1985:
C-2).
The majority of the research was to be directed at an examination of the historic component
of the site that was evidenced by temporally non-specific historic domestic debris and by the
presence of a brick enclosure containing the grave marker of one John McNish, deceased in 1826.
Historical data on McNish and the parcel of land encompassing the site were sketchy at best,
leading to considerable speculation as to the true nature of the site. Specific documentary and
archaeological research questions were outlined in the survey report (Smith et al. 1984:44) and
adopted as part of the scope of work:
1) Documentary research to determine: who owned the land in
question during the late 18th and early 19th centuries; who might
have rented, resided on, and/or worked the land; what connection
exists between the Savannah merchant McNish and the Scots
immigrant; and what contemporary occupations on tracts adjacent to
the Hunter research area might be related to this site.
2) Field research to determine: whether there are any graves within
the cemetery enclosure; whether there are any features indicating a
structure associated with the historic sheet midden; and whether
datable materials are associated with functionally interpretable
contexts.
The National Park Service RFP suggested that additional questions might be addressed, such as
determining the presence of burials outside the brick enclosure, determining the nature of the
prehistoric site component, and precise definition of the site boundaries. Apart from detailed
specifications about fieldwork and report standards, the RFP concluded that ". . . sufficient
excavation must be conducted to provide enough information to permit absolute positive or
negative NRHP eligibility statements" (Archeological Services Division 1985: C-3).
Methodology
The Jeffrey L. Brown Institute of Archaeology responded to the RFP with "A Proposal
For: Archaeological Testing and Evaluation of the McNish Site, Hunter Army Airfield, Savannah,
Ge. orgia." The Institute proposed to conduct documentary research in two stages. The week
prior to fieldwork would be spent by the project director constructing a detailed chain of title on the
McNish Site, establishing the connection between John McNish and Hermitage Plantation which at
one time subsumed the site area. Any deed plats which depicted specific structures or
improvements would provide ground-track data for targeting features during the fieldwork. The
genealogical files of the Georgia Historical Society would be examined for data on the McNish and
other pertinent families, as would period newspapers, also at the Historical Society on microfilm.
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Other primary documentation such as marriage records, tax digests and wills would be checked as
needed for pertinent data. During the second week of fieldwork, the principal investigator would
complete the documentary research, filling in gaps in the data and responding to new questions
arising from the fieldwork.
The McNish Site was seen as representing a 19th century "small farm horizon" in the
Hunter area, being a habitation in a marginal area with limited agricultural potential (Smith et al.
1984:110). Secondary documentary sources pertaining to 18th and 19th century agriculture and
economic development in the Savannah area would be examined to determine the McNish Site's
position in the scheme of land use patterns.
The proposed archaeological fieldwork involved three operations. First, inside the brick
grave enclosure, six 50 cm wide search trenches would be excavated at intervals across the interior
of the enclosure. These trenches, angled 45 degrees to the walls of the enclosure, would be
carried to a depth sufficient to expose any intrusive burial pits; the spacing would be such that no
adult-size burials could escape detection. To test the area outside the enclosure for accompanying
burials (e.g. slaves or non-family members), four 1 m by 5 m search trenches would be placed off
the four walls of the enclosure. Small portions of the six interior and four exterior search trenches
would be screened for artifact distribution data.
The second operation to be carried out was a program of systematic subsurface testing on a
10 m grid surveyed over the site. At every grid junction a 50 cm square test pit would be
excavated at least 50 cm deep and the fill screened for standardized artifact recovery. This
systematic testing would involve the excavation of 70 to 90 tests in order to define carefully the
limits of the historic midden and to provide frequency distribution data for the third stage of the
project.
The final field operation involved the careful, stratigraphic excavation of seventeen 1 x 2 m
test units, twelve in the 10 x 10 m blocks where the historic debris was most dense. Five more 1
x 2 m units would be placed judgementally where features or very dense debris was encountered.
Each 1 x 2 would be carried to a depth of about 50 cm, and all fill would be screened. The
detailed data recording procedures outlined in the scope of work would be followed, providing
adequate documentation of the excavations.
The 50 cm tests and 1 x 2 m units would sample both the historic and prehistoric
components at the same time. Pit profiles would be observed specifically to determine the extent
of modification to the site occasioned by recent clearing activities. Of the estimated .68 hectares of
site area, approximately 0.5 percent would be tested by excavation of the 1 x 2 m units, a figure
consonant with recommendations in the 1983 survey report. Excluding the contributions of the
principal investigator and project director, the fieldwork was to consume an estimated 70 person
days of work.
Analysis would concentrate on defining the temporal, spatial and functional attributes of the
excavated artifact collection. South's (1976) Mean Ceramic Date formula would be employed to
date the historic artifact assemblage. Spatial analysis would consist of a series of computergenerated maps illustrating the frequency distribution of various classes of debris. Where
possible, specific activity areas would be delineated.
Faunal analysis, soil pH determinations, and fine-screened soil samples would permit an
assessment of the potential of the site to answer questions concerning both aboriginal and EuroAmerican subsistence patterns.
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DOCUMENTARY RESEARCH ON THE MCNISH SITE
Introduction
On five days prior to commencement of the fieldwork, the Field Director conducted
documentary historical research on the McNish Site in Savannah. The Principal Investigator
conducted additional documentary research during the second week of fieldwork. The historical
research was performed at the library of the Georgia Historical Society and at the Chatham County
Courthouse, both in Savannah, Georgia.
The overall objective of the documentary research was to provide data pertinent to an
evaluation of the character and significance of the historic component of the McNish Site. One of
the principal operations in this phase of research was a reconstruction of the chain of title on the
tract encompassing the archaeological site. Not only would this title search define ownership of
the parcel through time but it was hoped that it would reveal land utilization and perhaps lead to the
discovery of detailed land plats which would permit targeting of specific improvements or
structures on the archaeological site. A list of owners of the site served as the starting point in
discovering the actual occupants of the site, their identities and their group statuses, e.g., free
white versus slave, owner/occupant or tenant, etc. Tax digests, from both the City of Savannah
and Chatham County, were examined for data relating to the financial status of key individuals.
Deeds other than those for real estate transactions were examined for financial and other data.
Some limited Federal census data provided information on household composition as well as place
of principal residence. Genealogical data on family composition and inter-family relationships
were gleaned from various primary documentary sources such as county marriage license records
and other period documents. No useful secondary works, such as family genealogies, were
found for the key families.
An extensive review of 19th century Savannah newspapers was also carried out. Using
WPA-produced index files, 342 references to John McNish were noted for the years 1805 to 1826.
Eighty-seven of these were checked in the microfilm newspaper files stored at the Georgia
Historical Society Library. This information was useful in determining McNish's role as a
Savannah merchant and businessman in the first quarter of the 19th century. In addition,
numerous place-name references (e.g., White Bluff district, Hermitage plantation, Rose Dew
plantation, etc.) were located in the index and checked for information relating to the 18th century
use of 9CH717.
The documentary research conducted prior to the archaeological fieldwork concentrated on
the late 18th and 19th centuries. As the archaeological fieldwork progressed at the McNish Site,
however, it became apparent that the bulk of material not in immediate association with the McNish
mortuary area was in fact from the colonial era and not the federal period. Consequently, much of
the documentary material collected for this project was of little utility in the identification of the
early historic component of the McNish Site.
Deed Transactions Pertaining to the Hermitage Plantation
The 1875 G. S. Platen map of Chatham County (Figure 2) indicated that the McNish Site
was situated on land identified as the Hermitage Plantation. This was taken as a starting point in
the title research. However, ownership of the McNish Site in the early historic period could not
be reconstructed with any degree of precision. There was some indication early in the historical
research that the tract later identifed as Hermitage may have been part of the Rose Dew Plantation
of Joseph and Benjamin Butler. This early lead proved to be false; the Rose Dew Plantation was
actually located south of the project area. The following data on Rose Dew does demonstrate,
however, occupation of the vicinity of the McNish Site in the colonial era.
Rose Dew Plantation was created out of two royal land grants. In November, 1755, Sir
Patrick Houstoun was granted 500 acres in Christ Church Parish; the tract was located between the
Vernon and Little Ogeechee Rivers and bounded on the north by a 500 acre grant made the same
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day to James Houstoun (Hemperly 1973:92, 91). In 1758, Thomas Parker was granted title to a
300 acre island south of Patrick Houstoun's grant; the island was bounded on the east by the Little
Ogeechee River and surrounded on all other sides by marshes (Hemperly 1973: 141). Patrick
Houstoun's 500 acre Rose Dew Plantation and Parker's 300 acre island were consolidated into one
plantation by Benjamin Butler. James Houstoun's holdings north of Patrick Houstoun's grant
appear to be immediately south of the McNish Site tract.
Apparently it was Joseph Butler who first gained possession of the Rose Dew tract. The
following notice appeared in the May 28, 1766, issue of the Georgia Gazette (p. 1):
WHEREAS it was formerly the custom with some people to pull
down the fences belonging to Rosedue plantation, formerly
belonging to Lady Houstoun, but now belonging to the subscriber,
and turning out their cattle, horses, and hogs, this is to desire them
to refrain. And as the subscriber has likewise bought the island
formerly belonging to Mr. Thomas Parker deceased, lying
contiguous to the aforesaid Rosedue plantation, he gives notice, that
he will not allow any person or persons to burn [?] or cut any timber
on either of the aforesaid places. JOS. BUTLER
Before 1789, however, Benjamin Butler was in possession of the land, for in that year he sold a
300 acre Island (part of Rose Dew Plantation) and a 250 acre moiety in a 500 acre portion of Rose
Dew on the mainland to one David Johnston (CCDB I: 272-274, 274-278, 278-282).
King George II had granted the 300 acre island to Thomas Parker who then conveyed the
island to Benjamin Butler; the date of this conveyance is not known (noted in Butler to Johnston
CCDB I: 274-278; no conveyances to Joseph Butler were found, suggesting that Joseph and
Benjamin may have been one and the same). The mainland tract had been granted by George II to
Sir Patrick Houstoun Baronet who sold the tract to Benjamin Butler (noted in Butler to Johnston
CCDB I: 278-282). Butler sold a moiety to Sir George Houstoun Baronet in 1788 (CCDB H:
295, 296-299). The chain of title on the James Houstoun grant north of Rose Dew, which is
adjacent to the McNish site area, has not been established.
In March, 1743, a Mr. Charles Watson applied to the trust officials in Savannah for a grant
of 500 acres at the "head" of the Little Ogeechee (Candler 1906:61); other persons made similar
applications for grants along the Little Ogeechee River in the 1740s and 50s. Watson's grant was
approved; in June, 1755, Watson sold his plantation, known as Rockingham, to one Henry
Bourguin. The tract was situated "...on the east side of the north branch of Little Ogeechee..."
(Beckemeyer 1975: 166). The Platen map of 1875 shows the Rockingham Tract immediately
north of Hermitage, and a connection between the 18th century plantation and the 19th century
place name is here assumed. This evidence demonstrates habitation along the Little Ogeechee
beginning in the early 1740s.
The Butler to Johnston and Butler to Houstoun conveyances include lease agreements
before the issuance of warranty deeds; the purchasers were thus in actual physical possession of
the land before the final deed was executed. The remaining portion of Rose Dew apparently was
out of Butler's possession by December 12, 1793, when the following advertisement appeared on
page 2 of the Georgia Gazette :
FOR SALE, A PLANTATION, formerly the property of Mr.
Benjamin Butler, living in the District of White Bluff, about 11
miles from Savannah, known by the name of ROSEDUE, part of
which is an island, containing 300 acres connected to the main by a
dam not above 300 yards in length. The above plantation is equal to
any for the cultivation of cotton or indigo, and its situation inferior
to none. Apply to JACOB or BARTHOLOMEW WALDBURGER
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Owing in part to a lack of knowledge about the true date of occupation of the site while the
principal documentary research was in progress, the colonial, revolutionary and early federal
period title(s) to the McNish Site were not established. Settlement in adjacent lands has been
documented, however, for the 1740s and 50s.
Hermitage Plantation was first mentioned as an entity in transactions among the heirs of
Thomas Johnston, who died about 1815. (Eighteenth century newspaper references to the
Hermitage refer to a plantation of the same name located on the Savannah River, not the
Johnston/White Bluff property.) Johnston's heirs were his three or four children; Ann M., Jane
and Thomas Johnston were each entitled to a fourth of their father's estate, and one deed reference
strongly suggests that one John J. Johnston, deceased at the time of the settlement, was also a
child of Thomas Johnston. At any rate, John J. Johnston apparently had title to a fourth of
Thomas Johnston's estate. Thomas Johnston (the younger) gave power of attorney to James
Morrison on September 27, 1815, charging Morrison to act on his behalf in the settlement the
estate of his father, Thomas Johnston (CCDB 2G: 71).
Thomas, Jane and Ann M. Johnston signed an agreement to have the estate of their father
appraised on January 3, 1816. Part of the estate was on St. Simons Island, and the following
slaves are mentioned by name in the agreement: Old Prince, Jacob, Fatama, Betty, Dolly, Old
Bachus, Prince, Paul, Brutus, John, Bob and Hercules. This agreement also noted that Thomas
Johnston's portion of the estate was to be purchased by Ann and Jane (CCDB 2G: 71-72). The
siblings appointed one appraiser each; Ann selected Roswell King, Jane picked Robert Grant, and
Thomas elected George Baillie. The appraisers returned a statement on April 19, 1816, having
evaluated eleven slaves, grouped as follows: Old Prince, Jacob, Fatama-Brutus-child, BettyHercules-child, Dolly-Bob-child, Old Bachus, Prince, Primo and John (CCDB 2G: 72). The
notation of family units is unusual.
There was a second agreement for an appraisal executed. The Johnston heirs appointed
W. George Nungazer, Robert J. Houstoun and Richard Williams to appraise 10 negro slaves on
February 3, 1816 (CCDB 2G: 543-544). On July 4, 1816, Thomas Johnston sold ten slaves to
his sisters, Ann M. and Jane Johnston, for $601.88--one third of their appraised value. The
slaves were named as follows: Old Doll, Robbin, Jack or Simon, George, Mira, Bacchus, Henry,
Sue, Old Mary and Braveboy (CCDB 2G: 392-393). This deed also apparently conveyed
Thomas' interest in the livestock of Hermitage Plantation, specified as 20 cattle and 12 sheep.
Adam Cope, Sheriff of Chatham County, conveyed an undivided one-fourth interest in
Hermitage Plantation to Ann and Jane Johnston on April 1, 1817. For $230 bid at a public sale,
the Johnston sisters purchased one-fourth of their fathers plantation which had been sold by the
court to satisfy a judgement recovered against one John J. Johnston by William Dixon (CCDB 2G:
418-419). As noted previously, it is highly likely that John Johnston was one of Thomas
Johnston's children.
From his place of residence in New Orleans, Thomas Johnston sold his one-fourth interest
in his father's real estate to his sisters on June 10, 1817. The conveyance, for a consideration of
$1,500, included "...all that certain farm tract or parcel of land situate, lying and being in the
District of White Bluff in the County of Chatham aforesaid and known by the name of the
Hermitage Plantation, containing one thousand acres ..." (CCDB 2G:546). A quitclaim was also
provided by Thomas (CCDB 2G: 546-547).
Records of John McNish's purchase of Hermitage Plantation were not found. McNish
evidently gained sole or perhaps partial title to the Hermitage Plantation by his marriage to Ann
Mary Johnston in 1819. On the 8th of July, 1820, John McNish conveyed to Jane Johnston "...all
of one undivided half of that tract or parcel of land situate, lying and being in the County of
Chatham in the State of Georgia aforesaid and known as the Hermitage tract containing one
thousand acres be the same more or less and bounded on the North by Little Ogeechee, east by
lands belonging to the estate of David Johnston, and west by lands of Mrs. Wallace" (CCDB 21:
644-646). The conveyance, for a cash consideration of $8,500, also included one half of Lot 9 in
Holland Tything, Percival Ward, in the City of Savannah. In a separate deed executed on the
same day, McNish conveyed to Jane Johnston one half of 45 negro slaves, named as follows;
Myra, Rainer, Betty, old Primo, Robbin, old Doll, Bachus, Polly, Betty, Ned, Jack, Fattama,
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Brutus, George, Hercules, Doll, Bob, Harry, Susannah, Pe----(?), Nan, Jack, Judy, Rachael,
Andrew, Stephna, Linda, Walter, Prince, Polly, Maria, Grace, Jack, Indy, Elsey, Haggar,
Braveboy, Charlotte (?), Polly, Paul, John, Braveboy, Hetty, Doll, and Tom. This second
transaction, for a consideration of $7,755, also included half interest in the cattle and houses on the
Hermitage Plantation (CCDB 21: 646). In the two above-mentioned transactions, John McNish
had conveyed half of Hermitage Plantation, its slaves and improvements, to his wife's sister. The
1820 U.S. Census returns record that John McNish lived with three white males 18-26 years of
age, one white male under 18, two white females 26-40 years of age and one black slave 14-26
years of age (U.S. Census 1820). McNish was obviously not resident on a plantation in 1820.
John McNish died intestate on the 19th of December, 1826, and John Balfour and Ann
Mary McNish were appointed administrators of his estate. Balfour and Ann McNish applied for
leave from the county court to sell three slaves from the estate of John McNish, perhaps to raise
capital to manage administrative affairs. A public auction was held on July 1, 1828, and Isaac
Mims and Company supervised the sale of the three slaves. Jane E. Johnston bid on and
purchased a mulatto boy named Adam and a negro man named Isaac for a total price of $320
(CCDB 20: 584). Later, on July 9, 1828, the administrators sold the third slave, a negro woman
named Grace, to Jane E. Johnston for $326 (CCDB 20: 583-584). On the following day (July
10), Jane Johnston sold the slaves Adam and Isaac back to her sister, the widow Ann Mary
McNish, for $320 (CCDB 20:585).
Jane Elizabeth Johnston conveyed her moiety or half interest in the Hermitage Plantation to
her sister, Ann Mary McNish, and niece, Mary Jane McNish, on March 2, 1829; the deed was
unrecorded until April, 1843 (CCDB 3A: 440-441). The conveyance, for a consideration of
$1.00 and "natural love and affection," included one undivided moiety in the 1,000 acre plantation
tract, with improvements mentioned pro forma, along with 33 negro slaves, namely Jack, Lucy,
Andrew, Stepney, Judy (?), Sally, Hannah, John, Rachael, Elliot, Polly, Betty, Eva, Amelia,
Hetty, July, Doll, Thomas, Betty, David, Sarah, Priscilla, Mira, Galloway, Dole, Bob, Harry,
Luc (Luke ?), Grace, William, Fay (?), Skadwell (?) and Fanny. The 1830 U.S. census listed a
"Mrs. McNish" as head of a household in the White Bluff District, but it enumerates only 14 slaves
associated with the McNish household.
In preparation for her marriage to Leighton Wilson Hazelhurst of Glynn County, Mary
Jane McNish executed a trust deed on March 27, 1843, conveying to Theodosius Bachor and Jane
E. Johnston several tracts of land in Georgia. Included in the trust deed/marriage settlement were:
(1) a tract of land in Glynn County known as Yemapee Land, containing 600 acres and being a
portion of the estate of the late William McNish; (2) a tract in Camden County on the Great Satilla
known as McNish's Bluff (sometimes Jones Bluff) containing 20 acres of high land and 500 acres
of marsh; (3) one moiety of a tract in Camden County being swampland 3 miles inland from the
Great Satilla and known as New Hope, containing 1,000 acres; (4) a lot in Savannah, Lot No. 1,
bounded west by Bull, north by York; (5) a parcel in the town of Darien known as Lots Nos. 1
and 121; (6) 45 slaves (mentioned in J. E. Johnston to M. J. and A. M. McNish transaction
above) plus their increase of 14 slaves; and (7) rights to a tract in Chatham County known as
Hermitage Plantation of 1,000 acres and being one half of one undivided moiety in the same
(CCDB 3A: 441-443). This conveyance to the trustees reserved Hermitage Plantation and its 61
slaves to the life estate of Ann Mary McNish, a strong indication that the widow McNish was still
resident there or at least still alive as of 1843. No listing for a McNish was noted in the 1840 U.S.
Census for Chatham County.
Jane Elizabeth Johnston had moved to neighboring Wayne County by 1870. On January
17th of that year Johnston conveyed her entire interest in the Hermitage Plantation, and also a lot in
Savannah on South Broad Street (the west half of Lot 9, Holland Tything, Percival Ward), to her
niece, Mary Jane Hazelhurst, reserving control of the property during her natural life (CCDB
4U:505-506). Jane Johnston died on December 5, 1877, and was followed shortly thereafter by
her niece, Mary Jane Hazelhurst, who died on April 17, 1878, leaving her husband and children in
sole possession of the Hermitage Plantation tract.
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Figure 2. Detail from the 1875 George S. Platen Map of Chatham County. The approximate
location of the McNish Site, 9CH717, is indicated by the star.
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In a division of the estate of Mary Jane Hazelhurst executed on April 2, 1879, her husband
Leighton Wilson Hazelhurst quitclaimed all interest in her estate to their children. John McNish
Hazelhurst received title to the Hermitage tract in addition to 5 shares in the Southwestern Railroad
Company of Georgia and $240 in cash. The other children of Leighton and Mary Jane Hazelhurst
were listed as Elizabeth P. W. Burroughs, Anna J. Hazelhurst, Mary R. Hazelhurst, and Sarah E.
Hazelhurst; they were jointly given half of Lot No. 9 in Holland Tything, Percival Ward, 20 shares
in the Southwestern Railroad Company of Georgia, two City of Savannah bonds (of $1,000 each),
and $960 in cash (CCDB 4W: 543-546).
John McNish Hazelhurst sold the 1,000 acre Hermitage tract to his sisters Annie (Anna?)
J., Mary R., and Sarah E. Hazelhurst on August 4, 1879, for a consideration of $1,000 (CCDB
4X: 145-146). The Hermitage tract remained in the Hazelhurst family for the remainder of the
19th century, although their use of the property is not known.
Gustave A. Miller and William L. Webster purchased the Hermitage tract for $3,000 on
March 11, 1905, with improvements mentioned pro forma (CCDB 9K: 73-74). Title to the
property was conveyed by Mary R. Hazelhurst, Sarah E. Hazelhurst, William B. Burroughs,
Josephine B. Taylor (formerly Burroughs), Lilla H. Burroughs, Leighton H. Burroughs (of
Glynn County), William B. Burroughs (of Effingham County), Mary B. Demming (formerly
Burroughs, of Clay County, Alabama) and Mac H. Burroughs (of Fulton County).
W. L. Webster came into sole possesion of the Hermitage tract and on August 12, 1908,
sold the land to his wife, Annie Meta Webster, for a consideration of $2,000 (CCDB 9T:41). The
deed does not mention specific improvements on the parcel. On April 11, 1911, Mrs. A. M.
Webster sold Frank J. Skeffington an option on "the old Hermitage Tract and Johnson Estate," but
the sale was not concluded (CCDB 10S: 15). The total area offered in the option was 2250 acres;
Webster was evidently in possession of a substantial portion of what is now the western half of
Hunter Army Airfield. Annie M. Webster sold the 1000 acre Hermitage Tract and several other
parcels to Charles J. Allen on May 10, 1912 (CCDB lOW: 313-314). Allen apparently died, and
R. L. Walker, as trustee, sold the Hermitage Tract (and portions of Rockingham and Carsregan) to
Mrs. Rosalie K. Walker on May 5, 1913 for a consideration of only $1.00 (CCDB 11K: 1-3).
The Hermitage tract was bounded on the north by the Little Ogeechee River and the Rockingham
Tract of J. J. Dale; east by the Carsregan and St. Anne's Tract and by Mrs. L. A. Cooper; south by
the Cedar Grove Tract of Mrs. L. A. Cooper; and west by the Little Ogeechee. On the same day
as her title was recorded, Mrs. Rosalie K. Walker sold the 1,000 acre Hermitage tract to Michael J.
O'Leary for $14,000 (CCDB 11J: 209-210). O'Leary obtained title to portions of Rockingham
and Carsregan, and re-divided these tracts for sale. O'Leary sold a 300 acre parcel of
Rockingham, Carsregan and Hermitage to Louis Greeno on the 8th of December, 1916 (CCDB
13A: 247-248). In March, 1917, O'Leary mortgaged 634 acres of mostly Hermitage land (and 30
acres of Carsregan) to the Georgia Land and Securities to secure a debt (which he satisfied) of
$6,000. O'Leary also later mortgaged 490 acres of Hermitage and 164 acres of Carsregan to Ida
Hilton Seymour in April, 1918, to secure a debt of $7,000, which he satisfied (CCDB 130: 325327).
The chain of title to the McNish Site was not followed beyond 1918; data from the initial
site survey and from the secondary testing indicated no intensive utilization of the site in the 20th
century.
Business Activities of John McNish
Exactly when McNish arrived in Savannah has not been established. However, the first
definitive newspaper reference to him is found in the January 3, 1807, issue of the Columbian
Museum and Savannah Advertizer, where his name is mentioned in a post office "List of Letters
Received" notice. References in the same newspaper for the years 1804 and 1806 are for "Mr.
McNish" and it is not possible to attribute them to the McNish in question. Earlier references that
were checked all refer to John McNish, Esq., who owned a plantation on the May River and who
died in July of 1800.
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An October 23, 1807, advertisement in the Columbian Museum and Savannah Advertizer
constitutes the earliest known reference to McNish's livelihood as a factor. The ad, which
announced the formation of a partnership with Robert Small, reads:
The Subscribers, Having entered into Copartnership, under the firm
of Small and McNish, have taken stores and Counting House, on
Mssrs. Smith & Bourke's wharf; and tender their services to their
friends and the public in the Factorage & Commission Business.
Robert Small

John McNish

McNish evidently continued in this factorage partnership for several years. Small and McNish
placed an ad in the April 4, 1811 issue of the Columbian Museum and Savannah Advertizer
announcing the sale of a "pilot boat schooner" named the Idle Times. On August 15 the two
partners took out an ad in the same newspaper to announce the sale of a plantation in Camden
County. In the following year McNish was listed along with 57 other "citizens and merchants"
(many of whom were successful factors) in an act of incorporation for the Insurance Company of
Savannah. Appearing in the December 24 issue of the Republican and Savannah Evening Ledger,
the announcement stated that the company was being formed to "insure property and effects against
sea risques, fire, and other casualties"--all of which were of central concern to factors. This
company was an important one in Savannah, for it was the only insurance company in town for at
least a dozen years (Haunton 1968:2). While a number of prominent Savannah merchants (e.g.,
Bullochs, Habershams, etc.) were represented in this enterprise, Robert Small was not, indicating
that McNish was fully capable of independent business activity by 1812. His substantial legal
dealings during this period, discussed in a separate section below, provide additional support for
this assessment.
A newspaper reference to the Small and McNish partnership occurs on January 16 of 1813,
when the arrival of a sloop from New York carrying "Dry Goods, Cordage, Butter, Oil, Cider,
Hay & Etc." was announced in the Columbian Museum and Savannah Advertizer. Small and
McNish, along with several other factors, were the underwriters for this shipment. Small and
McNish assisted the firm of Robert Habersham and Son in handling the estate of one Joseph
Bryan; records from the period 1814-1827 revealed that they charged a 2.5 percent commission on
all supply purchases and a 2.5 percent commission on marketed cotton (Smith 1985:81).
Inexplicably, McNish does not appear in the WPA index for the years 1814 through 1816.
He was still residing in Savannah, as the tax digest data discussed below indicates, and he was
also continuing his legal activities (also covered below). The tax digest information indicates that
his net worth took a sharp upturn between 1815 and 1816, and he was very active in buying and
selling real estate during this period. Certainly by 1817 he was a prominent member of the
business and financial community. Besides his involvement in the insurance monopoly, he was
active in two of Savannah's three banks. During the month of February in 1817, announcements
in the Columbian Museum and Savannah Daily Gazette (February 6, 11, and 20) indicate that he
was elected to the board of directors of the U.S. Bank in Savannah, prompting him to resign from
the board of the Planter's Bank, where he was already a director. His resignation from the latter
bank did not prevent him from retaining stock in it, nine shares of which were put up for sale by
his estate in 1835 (The Georgian, August 18). Besides being elected to the board of directors of
the insurance company, he was also a stockholder; his estate advertised the sale of 26 shares of
what was by then the Marine & Fire Insurance Company in a December 13, 1827 announcement in
the Savannah Georgian.
The year 1817 saw a large number of ads in Savannah newspapers relating to his business
activities. Most are found in the Marine News sections, announcing the arrival or departure of
shipments of goods in which McNish was sole or partial underwriter. As a factor he rarely placed
retail ads in the papers, but three exceptions to this rule are found in 1817 in the Columbian
Museum and Savannah Daily Gazette. In a February 20 announcement he desired to sell 3000
bushels of allum salt; on May 3 it was "6000 wt" (i.e., three tons) of prime bacon; and on May 7
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there was an ad for "genuine medicines." It is likely that these sales resulted from wholesale
shipments to him that, for some reason, could not be transferred to the intended wholesale
customers. As such, these ads probably represent "fire sales" for a factor.
Despite these exceptions, the majority of the McNish newspaper citations that were checked
relate to his wholesaler role as a factor. A review of the "Marine News" sections in various
newspapers revealed a wide diversity of goods being handled by McNish from 1817 through
1826. As might be expected, most ship arrival notices refer to cotton, rice and tobacco, but there
are references also to "sundries" (The Georgian, July 18, 1820), "dry goods, hardware, glass and
porter" (Columbian Museum and Savannah Daily Gazette, March 2, 1818), and, on a schooner
from Nassau, "turtles, fruit and shell" (Savannah Georgian, July 27, 1826). McNish is also
mentioned as an underwriter for export shipments (e.g., Savannah Georgian, July 4, 1826). He
apparently dealt in lumber, as the following ad from the July 27, 1820 Georgian reveals:
WANTED, to load at the Darien Steam Saw Mill, for Northern
ports, Two or more Vessels, capable of receiving PLANK or board
of at least 55 feet in length. Immediate dispatch will be given.
Apply at Mr. John McNish's or to Wm Scarbrough.
One ad was also recorded in which McNish desired to purchase "Ten or Twelve prime field
NEGROES in families" (The Georgian, August 1, 1820). It is not known if these slaves were
intended for his private use at the Hermitage or whether he was simply purchasing them as a factor
for some other estate.
While the majority of the shipments listed for McNish originated from the sea islands of
Georgia, it is clear that he was actively participating in national and international market economies:
ships from Charleston, New York, Boston, Nassau, and Liverpool are often mentioned. Most
frequent, of course, were his dealings in Georgia plantation products. A typical notice, appearing
in the March 20, 1826 edition of the The Georgian, announces the arrival of a sloop from Darien
"by way of St. Catherine's" containing "100 bales sea island 245 upland cotton, 100 bushels of
cotton seed and 16 tes [tierces?] rice." Numerous ship arrivals from McIntosh County,
Brunswick, St. Simons Island, St. Marys, and Satilla were also noted. As discussed in more
detail later, McNish owned several waterfront lots in Darien, Brunswick, and Frederica that would
have facilitated his factorage activities. He may have had personal ties to the south Georgia region
as well. His older brother William possessed a plantation on the Satilla River, and John and Mary
McNish were married on St. Simons Island. In addition, the Johnston estate included land on St.
Simons Island. They probably were well acquainted with the Couper family, owners of the
prominent Cannon's Point Plantation (Otto 1975). Although no direct McNish-Couper link has
been established, it should be noted that the McNishes were married on the island in 1819, during
Cannon Point's heyday, and that the middle name given to the McNishes' only son was Couper.
Additionally, Ann Mary McNish apparently lived on or visited St. Simons Island after John's
death: she is listed as a passenger arriving from St. Simons in a January 28, 1828 edition of the
Savannah Georgian, and an 1833 letter was sent to her at St. Simons from her plantation overseer
(Leslie 1976:96). Finally, an 1838 letter was sent to her in Philadelphia from her sister Jane E.
Johnston containing a reference to the aging John H. Couper (Leslie 1976:96).
The WPA newspaper index for John McNish can be used to derive a rough measure of the
amount of business activity he engaged in on a yearly basis. Figure 3 illustrates the citation
frequency data by year during the period in which McNish was active in Savannah. Admittedly,
this is an imperfect measure: an unknown number of references reflect such items as McNish being
mentioned as sitting on the grand jury, or post office "letters received" lists. However, of the
references that were checked (approximately 25 percent of the total in the index), most did refer to
business-related matters, especially for the heaviest cited period from 1817 to 1826. As indicated
by the graph, the last ten years of John McNish's life were characterized by intense business
activity, which coincided with an absolute increase in his net worth as reflected by tax data
(discussed below). The years 1819 and 1820 saw a high peak in his shipping-related citations, but
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the heaviest year of all was in 1826, the year of his death. Thus, this graphic data suggests that
McNish's role as a factor was expanding when it was cut short by his death at the age of 46.
In summary, a review of newspaper references relating to John McNish's economic
activities establishes that he was a prominent and successful businessman in Savannah during the
first quarter of the 19th century. His primary livelihood was as a factor, but he seems also to have
been quite active in financial (banking, insurance) and legal (power of attorney) pursuits. This
description is amplified by the data presented below.
Tax Digest Data
John McNish is listed in the 1809 Savannah tax digest as a factor owning one slave (SCTG
1809). McNish is not listed in the 1810 and 1811 city tax digests, but reappears in the digest for
1812 (SCTG 1810,1811,1812). Again, in the tax digests for 1813 and 1814, his name is absent
(SCTG 1813,1814). It is possible that these absences from the tax digests are simply due to his
lateness in filing his returns. In 1810 he is listed, along with hundreds of other names, as "having
made default in giving in [tax] Returns, for the present year" in an August 4 announcement in the
Republican and Savannah Evening News.
In 1815 he paid a city tax bill of $5.75; three dollars for his profession, two for a white
poll, and 75 cents for one slave (SCTG 1815). In 1816 there began a dramatic rise in his worth
and taxation as a resident of Savannah. In that year John McNish paid $11 for a half lot with
building in Anson Ward, four slaves, and taxes on his poll and profession. The valuation on his
real estate was $1,500 (SCTG 1816). In 1817, the value of his real estate rose to $6,000; in
addition to his profession, his poll and 8 slaves, McNish paid taxes on a building and lot in Warren
Ward (SCTG 1817). McNish was still a resident of Warren Ward in 1819. In addition to his real
estate, poll and professional taxes that year, he was taxed on 6 slaves and a "Top Chair" (SCTG
1819). He was also taxed on goods sold on commission. His tax valuation in 1820 remained
identical (SCTG 1820). In 1821 he still owned a building and lot in Warren Ward, but also
owned Lots 35 and 13 in Franklin Ward. His real estate was valued at only $4,000, however,
and he was taxed on five slaves; taxes on his Top Chair, poll and profession brought his 1821 tax
burden to $18.75 (SCTG 1821). A microfilm copy of the 1824 city tax digest was reviewed for
this report but proved to be largely unreadable. The 1824 City of Savannah tax digest was found
to contain a reference to the estate of William McNish, however (SCTG 1824).
John McNish's Activities as an Attorney
McNish was frequently granted power of attorney by landed individuals to conduct sales of
their property or to collect debts. The earliest indication of this activity occurred in 1807. From
her residence in London, Mary Turnbull, widow and executrix of Walter Turnbull of New
Providence Island, (late of Liverpool), granted John McNeish [sic] and Robert Small (McNish's
business partner) her power of attorney on September 30 of that year (CCDB 2A: 51-54). On
July 3, 1812, one William Craig, a grocer, declared he was "going to Fort Jackson to fight battles"
and authorized McNish to take possession of his property and settle his estate should he "not
return" (Works Project Administration 1937:43).
William Conway Campbell, a former planter of Savannah then residing in Philadelphia,
granted powers of attorney to Thomas Young and John McNish on January 14, 1815; the
attorneys were to dispose of unspecified plantations in Georgia and South Carolina (CCDB 2L:
208-209). On the 6th of June, 1815, McNish was granted power of attorney by Mary McNish,
Mary Lloyd, Henrietta Almy and Ann Glen (acting jointly) to receive certain debts from the estate
of William Jones, late of New Providence Island, and a bond from Jacob Waldburger (CCDB 2F:
193). On the same day, in a related transaction, Henry Bourguin, Benedict Bourguin, David F.
Bourguin, George W. Allen, John H. Morel and William B. Bullock appointed John McNish their
attorney to receive debts from the estate of William Jones and another bond from Jacob
Waldburger (CCDB 2F: 193-194).
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John McNish was named as executor in 1819 for the estate of two planters, Archibald
McLeran and James Forrest, both of whom had family connections in Scotland, where McNish
was born (Works Project Administration 1937:17,27). John McNish of Savannah and his brother
William McNish of Jefferson, Camden County, were given powers of attorney for Elspet
Robertson Grant (et. al.) on May 3, 1821. The grantees were then residents of Knockauriech
Parish of Knock, County of Elgin, North Great Britain. The McNish's were to settle the estate of
Daniel Grant, a former planter on the Great Satilla River near Jefferson (CCDB 2K: 544-547).
Several inferences can be drawn from John McNish's exercise of powers of attorney
granted him in the above-mentioned transactions. Many of his dealings were with planters of
Scottish origin, which is not surprising given his livelihood as a factor and his own background as
a Scottish immigrant. His duties pertaining to the disposition of scattered estates in Georgia and
South Carolina most probably lead him to travel a great deal, perhaps including travel outside the
United States. At least one notice appears in 1820 in The Georgian announcing that McNish
would be absent from the state "a few months" (July 11). His periodic absences from Savannah
tax digests in the first decades of the 19th century may be explained by work-related travel or by
tardiness in filing his tax returns. McNish's income from his legal activities may have been
considerable. It is also possible that he met his future wife, Ann Mary Johnston, when he
assumed power of attorney for her in 1815. At any rate, they were married four years later.
Financial Transactions of John McNish
As indicated earlier, Small and McNish were one of Savannah's well-established factorage
firms, purchasing supplies for various plantations and selling their crops on commission. McNish
seems to have achieved even greater success as an individual factor, but he also was active in a
number of other financial areas.
John McNish's financial standing was apparently substantial by the middle of the second
decade of the 19th century, and he frequently lent large sums of money to various persons, lending
either as an individual or as one of several partners. Commonly, if the principal and interest were
not paid on time, 100 percent interest was charged as a penalty.
In January, 1821, George Lewis Cope gave Peter Mitchel, John McNish and Robert
Mitchel notes for debts including two $5,000 loans and one $17,000 loan, to be paid over a period
of three years (CCDB 2K:224, 224-225,225-226). To secure his debt, Cope mortagaged 103
negro slaves to Mitchel, McNish and Mitchel (CCDB 2K: 228-231). Cope had purchased these
slaves from the same three individuals.
John Hunter, a Savannah merchant, borrowed $5,000 from McNish in November 1822
(CCDB 2L: 517). Hunter secured his debt to McNish with title to six negro slaves: Hannibal,
Isaac, London, Peter, William and Hannah (CCDB 2L: 517).
Real Estate and Slave Transactions of John McNish
McNish's first recorded purchase of Savannah real estate took place on June 6, 1815
when, in a sheriffs sale, he purchased half of Lot No. 2 in First Tything, Anson Ward. The
conveyance, for a consideration of $1,350, mentions improvements on the lot in pro forma
fashion ( CCDB 2F: 243-244). McNish did not hold this property long, however, for on the 9th
of April, 1816, he purchased Lot No. 16 in Warren Ward from Alexander R. Low. The price of
$ 5,0 00 indicates improvements to the property (CCDB 2F: 507-508). Tax digests for 1816
indicate that the lot in Anson Ward had been sold, but the deed for this sale was not reviewed.
Acti▪ ng as attorney for Mary Turbull, McNish sold Farm Lot No. 1 in Holland tything, Percival
Ward, to James Johnston in May, 1817 (CCDB 21;47); the genealogical relationship of James
Johnston to McNish's wife's family is not known. McNish purchased Lot No. 35 in Franklin
Ward for $10,000 from James Caruthers on May 12, 1819 (CCDB 21: 306); the sale was made
subj▪ ect to a mortage on the lot held by Richard Tubman.
Other information concerning McNish real estate was found in Savannah newspaper
advertisements. McNish died in 1826; a foreclosure sale announced in the June 2, 1828, issue of
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the Savannah Georgian listed the following lots for sale: Lot 35 of the Franklin Ward, with an
annual ground rent of $30.00; Lot 16 of the Warren Ward, with a ground rent of $16.80; Lot 42 of
the Brown Ward, with a $30 ground rent; and Lot 43 of the Brown Ward, with a ground rent of
$38.88.
The relatively high ground rent for Lot 43 indicates substantial improvements to the
property. The full extent of McNish's holdings becomes evident from the following list of
properties offered at a Marshal's sale advertised in the March 10, 1829 issue of the Savannah
Georgian : 202 1/2 acres in Houston County; wharf lot #2 in Frederica; bay lot #26 in Brunswick;
wharf lot #26 in Brunswick; town lots #101 and #102 in Darien; and water lots #8 and #11 in
Darien.
In addition to the lot in Franklin Ward, on May 12, 1819, John McNish purchased from
James Caruthers eight slaves identifed as Joe, Harry, Betsy, Hetty, Doll and her child Tom, Betty
and Polly; these slaves were also mortgaged to Richard Tubman. On the 15th of July, 1817,
McNish had sold a negro boy named Sandy to one Nancy Craig for a price of $460 (CCDB 2H:
229). No other sales of slaves by John McNish were reviewed.
Genealogical Notes on the McNish and Johnston Families
John McNish and Ann Mary Johnston, the eldest daughter of Thomas Johnston, were
married on St. Simon's Island on the 2nd of February, 1819 (Savannah Republican February 6,
1819). They had only two children: Mary Jane McNish, whose birth date and place are not
known, and William Couper McNish, who died at 17 months of age. John McNish's parents are
not known. The infant William Couper McNish died on October 10, 1826 (Georgia Republican,
October 11), and was followed shortly by his father, who passed away on December 19, 1826.
John McNish, born in Scotland in 1780, died at 46 years of age. The Savannah Georgian
published the following notice of his death on Monday, December 25, 1826:
Died, Here on the 19th inst., Mr. John McNish, a native of the
County of Galloway, Scotland, and for upwards of twenty years a
respectable merchant of this city. Possessed of pleasing manners,
inflexible integrity and irreproachable character, all who knew him
recognized "the noblest work of God, an honest man." To an
endeared wife, daughter and others of his family, this bereavement
has been rendered singularly afflicting. His associates and many
friends, with the writer of this melancholy notice, will long cherish
his memory. Our community will respond to these feelings and
believe that as he lived highly respected, he died deeply regretted.
His earthly remains, attended by several of his friends, were on the
21st inst. deposited in the family burying ground at his plantation at
White Bluff where, within three months before, he had himself laid
the body of a beloved son.
No reference to the death of Ann Mary McNish was found. She was listed as a passenger
on a ship from Charleston in the June 14, 1839, issue of the Savannah Georgian , which is the last
reference appearing for her name in the WPA index. A "Mrs. McNish" is listed as the head of a
household (which included 14 slaves) in the White Bluff District for the 1830 U.S. census (U.S.
Census 1830), but no McNish is found in the census of 1840. Her absence from the latter census
may be a result of her residing elsewhere: in 1838 her sister Jane wrote a letter to her that was
addressed to Philadelphia (Leslie 1976:96). Ann Mary McNish was still alive in 1843, however,
when her daughter made a trust deed with her aunt to reserve the use of Hermitage and its slaves to
her mother for life.
John McNish and William McNish of Camden County were brothers, William being the
elder. William McNish's Gatehouse Plantation on the Satilla River was devoted to the cultivation
of rice and sea-island cotton (Reddick and Bailey 1976:42). When Ann Mary McNish and John
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Balfour qualified as administrators of the estate of John McNish, William McNish was a co-signer
of the administration bond (CCER). John McNish's daughter, Mary Jane, married Leighton
Wilson Hazelhurst and resided at Hazelhurst Plantation on the north bank of the Satilla River in
Camden County (Reddick and Bailey 1976:44). William McNish died a bachelor there on July 6,
1828, and Mary Jane Hazelhurst (McNish), died on April 17, 1878 (CCDB 4W:543-546).
William was age 59 at death (Reddick and Bailey 1976: 543).
The identity of one Mary C. McNish is unclear. There are two references, possibly
unrelated, to her. On the 8th of June, 1815, Mary C. McNish conveyed two negro slaves, David
(age 45) and Hagar (age 30) to Jacob Franklin Keall in trust for the life benefit of Mrs. Martha
Johnston (CCDB 2F: 191-192). The marriage records of Chatham County indicate that a Mary C.
McNish married one William H. Wagner of Charleston on April 23, 1856 (CCIM). If the two
Mary C. McNishes are one in the same, then the woman married at age 62 or older; the deed of
slaves from Mary McNish to Keall (in trust) would indicate that she was of a legal majority at that
date.
John McNish's wife, Ann Mary Johnston, had a sister, Jane Elizabeth, and at least one
brother, Thomas; they were the children of Thomas Johnston. The birthdates and places of the
Johnston children are not known. Jane Elizabeth Johnston died on December 5, 1877 (CCDB
4W: 543-546). The genealogical relationship of Martha Johnston (discussed above) to the family
of Thomas Johnston is not known.
Synopsis
The colonial inhabitants of the McNish Site have not been identified, but we have
established that habitation of the district was well in progress by the mid-1750s. Documentary
research revealed much information on the Johnston and McNish families, who owned the McNish
Site in the early 19th century, but failed to reveal any data on the colonial inhabitants of the site.
Plats or maps depicting in detail any improvements on the property were not found.
Hermitage Plantation had been developed by 1816 and was owned by Thomas Johnston
and his heirs. John McNish was a Scotish immigrant who arrived in Savannah about 1805. He
established himself as an attorney, merchant and factor, and by 1816 had achieved some financial
success. Ann Mary Johnston married John McNish in 1819, thus giving McNish some legal
claim to her family's Hermitage Plantation property which she formerly owned with her sister,
Jane Elizabeth Johnston. McNish must have obtained title to the entire plantation at some point,
for in 1820, McNish granted half of Hermitage Plantation to his wife's sister, Jane Johnston.
John and Mary McNish were residents in Savannah proper, and did not spend their married life as
residents of Hermitage Plantation.
McNish died in 1826, and title to a moiety (half, undivided interest) Hermitage fell to his
wife Ann Mary, and daughter, Mary Jane. Ann Mary McNish was still alive in 1843; when Mary
Jane McNish married Leighton Wilson Hazelhurst in 1843, she deeded her share in Hermitage to
her aunt, Jane Elizabeth Johnston in trust for the life estate of her mother. The plantation probably
was dissolved as an economic enterprise in the 1840s, and in the late 1870s was sold off by the
Hazelhurst family after the deaths of both Mary Jane McNish Hazelhurst and Jane Elizabeth
Johnston.
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ARCHAEOLOGICAL TESTING OF THE MCNISH SITE
Introduction
The projected nine crew-days of fieldwork at the McNish Site began on December 9 and
concluded on December 20, 1985. The crew consisted of the field director, two site assistants,
and four to five field technicians. Additional field work was performed by the principal
investigator during the last five days of the project. Inclement weather dictated some adjustment in
the work schedule, but the person-days expended at the site were within five percent of the
proposed figure.
Site Integrity
The scope of work for the project called for a determination of the effect of recent landclearing activities on the site by the Army. Between the 1983 archaeological survey of the site and
the testing program described within, Army personnel had cleared the low growth and small trees
from a large portion of the site. Some grading with heavy equipment had also been carried out.
This clearing and grading was not coordinated with the Directorate of Engineering and Housing.
DEH learned of the clearing, halted the operation, and constructed a chain-link fence around the
McNish burial enclosure.
An initial surface reconnaissance revealed that recent activities had substantially altered the
landscape of the site. The northwestern half of the site had been affected by the land clearing
activities (see Figures 4 and 5). Piles of redeposited top soil were in evidence at the edge of the
clearing. Two roads surfaced with railroad ballast stone crossed the clearing; topsoil had evidently
been scraped from the right-of-way and displaced before the laying of the gravel. In addition to
the removal of topsoil from the road, large areas of the northwestern half of the site exhibited
degraded profiles, that is, the uppermost "A" horizon humus accumulations were absent. Often,
redeposited sterile fill was superimposed over buried "A" horizons. In one unit a deep deposit of
buried vegetation was encountered. DEH personnel explained that this litter was buried in
machine-excavated trenches during the recent clearing of the site (Figure 6).
Of the 72 tests excavated to define the site boundary, 53 exhibited undisturbed soil
stratigraphy. Of the twelve 1 by 2 m units excavated in the most dense historic debris areas, only
five revealed normal stratigraphy. Approximately 50 percent of the site had been cleared, and 18
percent of the total site area was beneath the gravel roadbed. These disturbed areas are noted in
Figure 7. As noted below, while the roadbed may have obliterated the historic midden in its rightof-way, the deeper prehistoric horizons were less seriously affected.
Subsequent subsurface testing in the uncleared portion of the site did not reveal any
evidence of 19th or early 20th century agricultural disturbance of the site; no plow scarring was
observed. Vertical distributions of the historic artifact assemblage (summarized in the next
chapter) suggest that only natural aggradation of soil profiles by accumulation of forest litter had
occurred. Although the surface of the site slopes toward the marsh, there was no evidence of
large-scale downslope displacement of soil by culturally-induced or natural erosion. An eroded
shoreline dike was present along the marsh edge of the site. It is unclear whether this dike is the
product of 19th century rice cultivation in the marsh or late 19th/early 20th century drainage
projects.
In summary, surface indications and excavation data revealed that substantial subsurface
alterations had taken place on the site since the 1983 archaeological survey, and that half of the site
had been adversely affected. While the shallow historic midden was seriously impacted, the
prehistoric component was not.
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Figure 4. The McNish Site, facing northeast, toward the burial enclosure.

•

Figure 5. The McNish Site, facing northeast toward the cleared area of the site.
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Figure 6. The 50 cm test pit 230N 250E, showing redeposited fill at ground surface and buried
humus and litter.
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Site Boundary Definition
The first stage of testing performed on the site was systematic subsurface testing to redefine
the boundary of the historic component and, in the process, evaluate the underlying prehistoric
component (Figure 8). A 10 by 10 m transit-surveyed grid oriented to magnetic north was staked
out over the site using the approximate site boundary generated during the 1983 survey as a
starting point; the grid was extended where necessary to discern the fringe of historic-period
artifact distributions. Each 10 by 10 m grid block was nominally defined by the grid coordinate at
the southwest corner of the block. Each block was tested with a shovel-cut, 50-cm square test
pit; normally this test was situated 50 cm north of the grid intersection and immediately east of the
grid line. Where recent surface alterations or existing trees dictated, the 50-cm test was moved to
a more convenient locality, the non-standard position being appropriately recorded. Each test was
carried at least 50 cm below ground surface and the fill was screened through 1/4 in. mesh
hardware cloth. One stratigraphic profile of each test was recorded on a 50-cm test form
(Appendix 1), as was some cursory data on the types and frequency of cultural debris present.
Seventy-two 50-cm tests were dug in order to define the outline of the historic component of the
site. The location of these tests is shown in Figure 9, which also depicts the location of the
subsequent 1 by 2 m test units.
Secondary Testing
The second stage of testing consisted of the careful stratigraphic excavation of twelve 1 by
2 m test pits, one each in the twelve 10 by 10 m blocks where the 50 cm testing indicated the
highest concentrations of historic period debris (see Figure 10). The specific location of the 1 by
2 m units varied; nominally they could be placed anywhere north and east of the southwest corner
of a 10 by 10 m block; undisturbed areas within the blocks were selected where possible.
The units were hand-excavated respecting both natural soil stratigraphy and arbitrary 10-cm
levels vertically controlled by the use of line levels. Soil zone designations were assigned
alphabetically, pit by pit, as distinguishable layers were encountered; the nominal designation
"Zone A" in one unit thus may not be the equivalent fill event in another pit. With the exception of
a few isolated layers of recently-deposited culturally-sterile fill, all soil was screened through 1/4
in. hardware cloth for standardized artifact recovery (Figure 11). Verbal descriptions of soil
colors and textures were supplemented by Munsell Soil Color Chart determinations. Basic
provenience data and excavation notes were recorded on Level Record forms, supplemented by
Feature Records and Stratigraphic Records (Appendix 1).
As noted above, in the northwestern half of the site buried or absent "A" horizons were
common, as were deposits of buried vegetation and areas of recent sterile fill deposits.
Stratigraphy in the southeastern half of the site, where the forest canopy was still intact, can be
summarized in general terms as follows. Ground surface consisted of a shallow "A" horizon of
humus and decaying litter (Munsell very dark grey 7.5 N/3) 5 to 15 cm in thickness; a "B" zone of
transitional dark brown to orange brown sandy soil (Munsell dark brown 10 YR 3/3), from 15 to
25 cm thick was followed by a "C" zone of even tan sandy soil (Munsell yellowish brown 10 YR
5/6). At about 70 cm below surface the tan sand mixed with and graded into a white sand "D"
zone (Munsell white 10 YR 5/1); in some units the sand was not present as a distinguishable zone.
In the deepest units, this tan/white sand layer was followed by a culturally-sterile, dense, pale
orange/brown sandy clay "E" soil zone (Munsell yellowish red 5 YR 5/8). The surface of this
clay horizon was not a uniformly even, level surface; the overlying white sand filled in depressions
in the clay surface. This normal stratigraphic sequence is shown in Figure 12.
Because of variations in the thickness of the soil zones, sloping terrain in the northwestern
half of the site, and recent ground alterations, simple correlations between natural soil strata and
arbitrary 10-cm levels are not useful. In the higher, level, unaltered area of the site, however,
natural soil horizon "A" was generally subsumed in Level 1, horizon "B" in Levels 2 and 3,
horizon "C" in Levels 4 through 7, horizon "D" in Levels 8 through 10, and horizon "E" in Level
11.
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Excavation of a 50 cm test pit, with the marshes of the Little Ogeechee in the background.
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Five features were defined during the excavations, but only three were found to be of
cultural origin. Feature 1, in Unit 200N 197E proved to be of recent origin on the basis of its
stratigraphic position (see Figure 13). The straight-sided feature was tentatively identified as
either a backhoe-excavated trench or a carefully shovel cut slot trench; the function of the trench
was not determined. It was filled with redeposited A, B and C horizon soils, and cut through the
buried A horizon in that unit. Feature 2 proved to be merely a low spot in a disturbed, redeposited
A horizon in Unit 210N 224E. Feature 3 was a historic period disturbance of probable 18th
century origin. The contents of the feature were not temporally or functionally diagnostic:
wrought nails, unidentifiable ferrous objects, and a brickbat. The function of the shallow soil
feature was not evident, and may have been nothing more than a natural depression in which
cultural debris had accumulated. Feature 4, in the same unit, proved to be a deep root disturbance,
probably from a pine tree tap root. Feature 5 in Unit 245N 240E proved to be a small prehistoric
trash pit; it is described in detail in a later section of this report.
Burial Enclosure Excavations
The objective of subsurface investigation at the McNish grave enclosure was to establish
the number of burials (if any) present in and immediately surrounding the brick enclosure (see
Figure 14). Around the exterior of the enclosure were placed four 1 by 5 m search trenches; these
trenches abutted the enclosure foundations and were run perpendicular to the sides of the structure.
Except for a 1-m square section at the middle of each search trench, the fill was not screened and
artifacts were recovered visually. These trenches were carried to an average depth of about 40 cm
below ground surface. None of the exterior search trenches revealed any features whatever except
natural stump disturbances (see Figure 15).
The brick walls of the enclosure were of one brick width (22 cm) at ground surface, but
rested on a stepped footing of one-and-a-half brick width (36 cm). The lower footing was four
courses deep. At the four corners of the enclosure and at the midpoints of the four walls square or
rectangular pillars had evidently been carried up. There was no indication of the presence of a
gateway through the walls of the structure. Unfortunately, the bricks of the enclosure had been
robbed away down to ground surface at some point in the past. This activity may have been
associated with the disturbances to the grave markers and slabs. There was no evidence that the
interments had been subjected to intrusions, however. In moving the John McNish marker out of
the interior of the enclosure, two 12 gauge shotgun shells were found under the slab. The marker
had been placed on top of these artifacts some time after c 1870 (terminus post quem 1868 on
UMC shotgun shell; Barnes and Amber 1972:69, 302).
A series of five 50-cm wide trenches was excavated at a 45 degree angle across the interior
of the enclosure (see Figure 16) The orientation and spacing of these trenches was designed to
provide a high probability of encountering any burial pits in the enclosure. The interior trenches
were identified by letters A through E, from north to south, respectively. Like the exterior search
trenches, only a 50-cm block in the center of each trench was screened through 1/4 in. hardware
cloth for standardized artifact recovery. Six trenches had been planned across the interior, but the
presence of a large magnolia tree in the southeast corner of the enclosure prevented placement of a
trench there. In lieu of the sixth trench, a 1.1 by 1.3 m extension off Trench E was made to
expose an unmarked marble slab detected in the south profile of the trench (Figure 17). These
trenches were excavated to an average depth of 45 cm below ground surface.
Four apparent burial pits were encountered in the interior of the enclosure, at least three of
them being oriented east-west. Two of the pits are adult size, one is clearly the burial of an infant
or juvenile (Figure 18), and the fourth is either an infant burial or a burial oriented north-south
along the east wall of the enclosure; only the corner of this last burial was noted (see Figure 14).
No human osseous material was recovered from the trenches which, by contract, were only
intended to demonstrate the presence or absence of interments inside the walls of the enclosure.
The excavations were carried to a depth sufficient to clearly discern burials and then halted.
Neither coffin furniture nor coffin nails were recovered in these trenches.
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Figure 13. Feature 1, Unit 200N 197E, in profile.
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Plan of excavations at the McNish grave enclosure.
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Figure 15. Excavation of West Search Trench, in progress.

Figure 16. Excavation of Search Trench E, in progress.
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Figure 17. Blank marble slab and finial fragments in Search Trench E.

Figure 18. Infant burial pit in Search Trench C, grave enclosure.
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The 1983 archaeological survey team noted and recovered several marble finial fragments
and documented (but did not remove) the intact John McNish marker (Figure 19) and one broken
but unmarked marble slab. Hunter personnel located several more marker fragments during
erection of the chain-link fence around the burial enclosure and placed these fragments inside the
fence. A large portion of the same blank slab in the interior of the enclosure was retrieved in
clearing for the east exterior search trench. During our surficial cleaning of the interior of the
enclosure several fragments of a marble marker and/or slab were recovered. In Trenches D and E
portions of several marble finials and rectangular markers and slabs were recovered in the process
of trenching (Figure 20). By piecing together the available slab fragments a large portion of the
infant William McNish marker was reconstructed (Figure 21).
The original inventory of marble mortuary items at the cemetery was thus, minimally, the
John McNish marker, the William Couper McNish marker, a small blank slab and a large blank
slab; an unknown number of marble finials accompanied the slabs and markers (Figure 22). These
finials may have been mounted atop the brick pillars at the corners and midpoints of the brick
enclosure.
After documenting the interments and plotting the search trenches with respect to the burial
enclosure walls, all search trenches in and around the enclosure were backfilled by hand. The
chain-link fence erected around the cemetery had not been properly oriented at the time of its
construction. At the request of DEH personnel, a new perimeter for a fence line was staked off at
a distance of 3 m outside the enclosure walls.
Adjustments to Proposed Fieldwork
Certain alterations to the proposed plan of fieldwork at the site were necessitated by
unanticipated circumstances. Most of these alterations were minor and were approved in the field
by the National Park Service technical representative, Dr. Harry Scheele. For example, the
presence of a large magnolia tree trunk at the southeast corner of the grave enclosure prevented the
excavation of a sixth 50-cm search trench across that locality; in its place, a small block excavation
was carried off the fifth trench (Search Trench E) in order to fully expose a blank marble slab.
The surface area of the block excavation was comparable to the proposed sixth trench.
A more substantial alteration in the proposed fieldwork was a major reduction in the sample
size of the 1 by 2 m excavations occasioned by the presence of deeply buried prehistoric artifacts.
In our original proposal, twelve systematic and five judgmentally-placed 1 by 2 m units were to be
excavated, each to an estimated depth of 30 to 50 cm. However, only two of the 12 completed
units actually proved to be culturally sterile at 50 cm below ground surface.
The 30-cm shovel tests employed in the survey of the base had failed to sample deeplyburied deposits from the Woodland and Late Archaic stages. Thus the presence of cultural
materials at over a meter in depth was completely unanticipated. Since excavation standards called
for pits to be stratigraphically excavated until a culturally-sterile level had been reached, most of the
units had to be carried to a depth substantially deeper than expected.
Only twelve of the proposed seventeen 1 by 2 m units were completed due to the extra
labor required to excavate the units to sterile. While this change permitted us to sample the deep
prehistoric occupations at the site, it also reduced our 1 by 2 m sampling program by a third.
Although fewer units were excavated, the volume of processed fill was actually 24 percent greater
than the proposed figure.
The diminution in surface area sampled by the excavation of twelve rather than seventeen 1
by 2 m units was approved verbally during the fieldwork and in writing after the completion of the
project. The nominal reduction in the level of testing was approved by the National Park Service
with the stipulation that the Institute make absolute positive or negative statements on National
Register eligibility despite the reduction in sample size at the site.
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Figure 19. The grave marker of John McNish, deceased 1826.
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ble slab, recovered in Search Trench E.
Figure 20. Small blank mar
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Figure 21. The partially-reconstructed marker of William Couper McNish, deceased 1826.
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Figure 22. Marble finial fragments recovered from the interior of the grave enclosure.
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ANALYSIS OF SITE DATA
Introduction
Analysis of the field specimens from the McNish Site and preparation of the final report
was carried out at the laboratory and offices of the Jeffrey L. Brown Institute of Archaeology,
Brock Hall, University of Tennessee at Chattanooga. Cleaning, classification and data
management was carried out by Laboratory Assistant Lynda Lancaster and lab technician King
Weaver. Artifact conservation was performed by King Weaver.
Laboratory and Analysis Procedures
Document Processing
Narrative-style fieldnotes were maintained by the Project Director, and the originals and
carbons were separated and filed in different locations. Each roll of processed black-and-white
film was provided with a proof sheet and filed by roll number with the accompanying caption
sheet. Color slides were placed in slide holder sheets and were also filed with their captions.
Field copies of the Field Specimen Catalog, 50-cm Test Data Forms, Level Record Forms,
Stratigraphic Records and Feature Records were filed in notebooks, the 1 by 2 m test unit data
sheets being segregated by excavation unit. Large scale field maps were filed in map portfolios.
Artifact Processing
Artifacts retrieved from the McNish Site were all washed and air dried with the exception of
delicate items such as soft bone, hollow buttons and spalling ceramics such as delftwares. Faunal
remains were segregated during the washing stage for preliminary analysis. Corroded metallic
items determined to be suitable for illustration and/or items with diagnostic value were isolated after
washing for initiation of conservation treatments. Items selected for photographic recording were
marked with the Field Specimen (FS) Number; otherwise, all materials were stored by FS in
marked containers.
Artifact Classification
Classification of excavated materials was carried out by the Lab Assistant and technician
under the supervision of the Project Director; Consultant kobin Smith provided additional
assistance during the classification of prehistoric items.
Over the course of several research projects, the Institute of Archaeology has developed a
five-digit artifact identification code which permits computer manipulation of artifact frequency
distributions. The code follows a systematic material culture outline, but is not intended to
represent an internally-consistent hierarchical system. Each code item generally represents a
discrete artifact type; the data encoded may contain artifact attribute data such as glass color and
surface treatment. For gross statistical manipulations, the five-digit code has proved its utility.
Artifacts were counted and weighed by artifact code and FS, and the data was logged on analysis
sheets (see Appendix 1).
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Figure 23. McNish Site artifacts on the sorting table at the Institute of Archaeology.
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Text and Data Management
Artifact classification data were entered on an Apple Macintosh computer and manipulated
using the Overvue software program by Provue and Multiplan by Microsoft. Textual matter was
prepared using the Word program by Microsoft. Computer graphics were generated with an
Apple MacDraw program. This report was printed on an Apple Laserwriter.
Artifact Conservation
Twenty metallic items from the historic artifact assemblage were selected for conservation
treatment following guidelines published in Plenderleith and Werner (1971) and Hamilton (1976).
The items selected for treatment were chosen for their illustrative and/or analytical value.
Ferrous objects were cleaned electrolytically in a bath of 5 percent sodium hydroxide to
reduce oxide corrosion. After mechanical cleaning to remove encrusted deposits, the items were
desalinated in a bath of distilled and deionized water. After drying and mechanical cleaning of
superficial oxidation, the items were placed in a 10 percent tannic acid/acetone solution for a short
interval. After air drying, the items were coated in a thinned solution of XIM, an acrylic polymer
which seals the surface of the object.
Cuprous items (copper and brass) were soaked in a 5 percent solution of citric acid to
reduce oxide corrosion and then mechanically cleaned with fiberglass filament brushes. After
desalinating the objects, they were air dried, polished and sealed with an acrylic polymer.
Objects with sufficiently large surface areas were lettered with an identifying Field
Specimen number. Some objects were photographed prior to the final sealing. Notes detailing
the conservation procedures were maintained by the laboratory technician.
Soil pH Analysis
Nineteen soil samples were processed for determination of soil pH at the McNish Site.
Three 1 by 2 m units were tested by taking soil samples from each of the defined soil zones in the
units. The raw data are summarized in Table 1. In general, soils at the McNish Site were acidic
and thus formed a poor environment for bone preservation. The pH varied from 4.6 to 5.8, with
the exception of the prehistoric trash pit, Feature 5, which revealed a pH of 7.1 - 7.2.
Fine Screening and Flotation Samples
Bulk soil samples were taken from Feature 5 in Unit 245N 240E for fine screening and
flotation. The light fraction from water flotation did not produce any discernible remains of
botanical specimens. The residue from fine sifting through a 1/16 in. mesh screen produced
mostly mollusc debris. Two small charred seeds were retrieved from the Feature 5 fill; these
seeds have not been identified. Bone fragments, charcoal, concretions and quartzite particles were
also present. No small fish or snake vertebrae were noted, nor were fish scales.
Faunal Analysis
The small faunal collection produced from the 1/4 in. screened samples was segregated
from the remainder of the collection during washing. Lab technician Timothy Young, a UTChattanooga student with zooarchaeology training, surveyed the collection and made preliminary
identifica
tions of faunal elements. Eliminating small fragments and non-diagnostic elements, the
remainder of the faunal collection was sent to Dr. Elizabeth J. Reitz, Director of the University of
Georgia Zooarchaeology Laboratory, for identification.
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Table 1. Soil pH samples at the McNish Site.
Iit
r
245N 240E
245N 240E
245N 240E
245N 240E
245N 240E
245N 240E
245N 240E
245N 240E

Provenience
Zone A
Zone B
Zone C
Zone D
Zone E
Zone F
Zone G
Zone H

ph
5.5
4.7
5.0
4.9
5.0
5.4
4.6
5.4

245N 240E
245N 240E

Feature 5, Sample #1
Feature 5, Sample #2

7.1
7.2

199N 212E
199N 212E
199N 212E
199N 212E
199N 212E
199N 212E

Zone A
Zone B
Zone C
Zone D
Zone E
Zone F

4.9
5.4
5.5
5.3
5.8
5.4

165N 229E
165N 229E
165N 229E

Zone A
Zone B
Zone C

4.8
4.8
5.0

Note: Average pH, excluding Feature 5: 5.1

Table 2. Vertical distribution of faunal remains.
Level

Count

Percent

Weight (g) Percent

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9*

3
30
38
57
8
1
0
1
6

2.1
20.8
26.4
39.6
5.6
0.7
0
0.7
4.2

2.1
57.3
73.1
157.7
9.6
0.5
0
0.2
1.2

0.7
19.0
24.2
52.3
3.2
0.2
0
0.1
0.4

Totals

144

100.1

301.7

100.1

* From Feature 5, prehistoric trash pit.
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The excavations produced an extremely limited collection of faunal materials: 170
fragments totaling 329.7 grams (see Appendix 2). Since the majority of these fragments were not
identifiable to the level(s) of genus and/or species, an intensive analysis of the collection was not
performed. Genera and/or species identified include cow, (Bos taurus), pig, (Sus scrofa), deer
(Odocoileus virginianus), opossum (Didelphis virginiana) and rabbit (Sylvilagus spp.). Burned
bone was fairly common, but only one raccoon humerus displayed evidence of cutting (i.e.,
butchering). Most bone fragments were heavily weathered.
Vertically, bone was concentrated in Level 4. Of the bone recovered in levels (144
fragments totalling 301.7 g), 39.6 percent by count and 52.3 percent by weight were recovered in
Level 4 (30 to 40 cm below ground surface). Levels 2 and 3 contained roughly a fifth and a
quarter of the total, respectively (see Table 2).
Horizontally, the bone is concentrated in the southeastern half of the site, principally in
Units 165N 229 E (32 fragments, 102.1 g), 197N 189E (50 fragments, 79.0 g) and 199N 212E
(22 fragments, 52.8 g); these three units alone account for 61.2 percent by count and 71.0 percent
by weight of the total site collection.
Excluding the bone found in association with the prehistoric trash pit (Feature 5), the vast
majority of the faunal assemblage is attributed to the colonial occupation at the site. The historic
period domestic species, cow and pig, account for the bulk of identified bone.
Curation
All excavated materials and documents pertaining to the McNish Site will be sent to Fort
Stewart, Georgia, for permanent curation following completion of the final report.
The Historic Artifact Assemblage
A total of 1,706 items (excluding faunal remains) were classified during the analysis
period, of which 952 were attributable to the historic period. Excluding modern items such as
styrofoam cup fragments and excluding marble fragments associated with the McNish burials, the
18th and 19th century artifact assemblage consists of 943 items. Table 3 summarizes the historic
assemblage as well as some incidental non-cultural items.
The ceramic sub-assemblage is numerically dominated by various lead-glazed and slipdecorated redwares and buff paste earthenwares. Slip-trailed, combed and dotted earthenwares of
the Bristol/Staffordshire variety form a large, distinctive subset of this group of utilitarian
earthenwares. The high-fired Jackfield variety of earthenware, manufactured 1740-1780, is
present in the collection, but is represented by only two sherds. Tin-enamelled earthenwares
include eight blue-on-white delftwares, one polychrome (purple sponged) and ten undecorated
delftware sherds. The refined earthenwares are poorly represented in the collection; three
fragments of creamware, three whitewares, one annular whiteware and one burned unidentifiable
refined earthenware were classified from the site. Salt-glazed stonewares are a minor constituent
of the ceramic sub-assemblage; one fragment of the distinctive Nottingham Lustred stoneware is
present in the collection. White salt-glazed stoneware (1720-1805) is numerically the most
frequent within the stonewares, although the thinly-potted sherds are ranked third by weight, the
first by weight being a brown salt-glazed stoneware. Oriental export porcelains of the type
imported 1660-1800 are represented by three undecorated sherds, 16 in underglaze blue
decoration, and one overglaze polychrome. Only two non-oriental porcelain sherds were
recovered.
The glass sub-assemblage consisted of 167 fragments of container glass. Few elements
displayed temporally or technologically diagnostic features. Three mouth-blown bottle bases
dFisplayed unpolished pontil scars, and one dark green bottle neck/lip displayed a string-applied lip.
our fragments of green case bottles were retrieved from the site, as was one green bottle body
fra
gm
ent with a mold seam. The great bulk of the glass consisted of bottle body fragments with
no di
stinguishing characteristics. Table glass was present in minor quantities; one flat tumbler
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Table 3. Site Historic Artifact Totals.
Code Description

Occ. * Count Weight

11101 Undecorated Redware
11150 Other Earthenware
11201 Lead-Glazed Redware
11301 Lead-Glazed Earthenware
11305 Hard Paste Lead-Glazed Earthenware
11410 Slip-Decorated Redware
11450 Slip-Decorated Earthenware
11482 Bristol/Staffordshire Slip-Decorated Earthenware
11512 Blue-on-White Delftware
11513 Polychrome Delftware
11518 Undecorated White Delftware
11590 Bisque (Tin-enamelled ware minus glaze)
11703 Jackfield Earthenware
12998 Unidentified Earthenware
13201 Undecorated Creamware
13501 Undecorated Whiteware
13551 Annular Whiteware
15999 Burned (unidentifiable) Refined Earthenware
16111 White Salt-Glazed Stoneware
16230 Brown Salt-Glazed Stoneware
16254 Nottingham Lusted Stoneware
16255 Other Salt-Glazed Stoneware
16800 Unglazed Stoneware
17999 Burned (unidentifiable) Stoneware
18101 Undecorated Oriental Export Porcelain
18102 Underglaze Blue Oriental Export Porcelain
18103 Overglaze/Polychrome Oriental Export Porcelain
18301 Undecorated Porcelain
18304 Overglaze/Polychrome Porcelain

1
8
14
50
1
9
9
20
7
1
8
3
2
2
3
3
1
1
11
6
1
4
1
1
2
8
1
1
1

1
10
19
110
1
11
14
49
8
1
10
4
2
2
3
3
1
1
16
6
1
5
1
1
3
16
1
1
1

0.7
17.1
124.1
645.9
13.4
99.9
128.9
110.9
10.5
1.7
15.4
11.3
9.6
1.4
4.3
37.1
1.2
6.8
19.7
39.1
1.3
20.5
0.5
0.5
4.4
36.5
2.9
3.0
3.2

20011 Green/Black Bottle Glass, Body Fragment
20012 Dark Green Bottle Glass, Body Fragment
20013 Green Bottle Glass, Body Fragment
20014 Pale Green Bottle Glass, Body Fragment
20021 Olive Brown Bottle Glass, Body Fragment
20027 Clear Bottle Glass, Body Fragment
20041 Green/Black Bottle Glass, Base Fragment
20042 Dark Green Bottle Glass, Base Fragment
20062 Dark Green Bottle Glass, Neck Fragment
20064 Pale Green Bottle Glass, Neck Fragment
20065 Clear Bottle Glass, Neck Fragment
20066 Aqua Bottle Glass, Neck Fragment
20103 Clear Bottle Glass, Base Fragment, Pontil Scar
20104 Pale Green Bottle Glass, Base Fragment, Pontil Scar
20203 Dark Green Bottle Glass, String Applied Lip
20255 Molded Green Bottle Glass

8
21
16
4
10
6
2
4
4
2
1
1
2
1
1
1

14
41
21
7
11
7
2
4
4
2
1
2
2
1
1
1

77.7
198.7
40.8
2.5
23.4
10.8
88.1
129.3
39.2
2.9
2.1
8.1
10.6
4.0
4.6
10.7

* Occurrence: Number of Field Specimens (proveniences) in which artifact type appears.
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Table 3. continued
Code Description

Occ. * Count Weight

21202 Green Case Bottle Glass
22001 Clear Tumbler Base
22006 Footed Tumbler Base, Clear
22053 Clear Undecorated Stemware Stem
22058 Stemware/Tumbler Rim, Clear
22602 Stemware/Tumbler Rim, Clear, Etched
23012 Miscellaneous Modified Glass, Clear, Curved, Embossed
24011 Miscellaneous Unmodified Glass, Clear, Curved
24013 Miscellaneous Unmodified Glass, Pale Green, Curved
24014 Miscellaneous Unmodified Glass, Green, Curved
24501 Miscellaneous Unmodified Glass, Pale Green, Flat

1
2
1
1
3
1
3
9
14
1
2

4
2
1
1
3
1
3
10
17
1
3

41.7
32.4
8.4
40.9
2.1
1.2
2.3
2.5
4.2
0.1
3.4

30011 Brick Fragments
30312 Wrought Nails
30911 Strap Hinge Arm
31210 Pale Green Window Glass

21
58
1
8

59
239
1
9

120.7
904.5
104.9
7.9

40005 Brass Button, South Type 2
40010 Brass Button, South Type 7
40045 Copper Button Face
40079 Pewter Button, Unidentifiable Type
40841 Undecorated White Clay Pipe Bowl Fragments
40842 Unidentifiable Bore White Clay Pipe Stem Fragments
40844 4/64" Bore White Clay Pipe Stem Fragments
40845 5/64" Bore White Clay Pipe Stem Fragments
40866 Decorated White Clay Pipe Bowl Fragments
40923 Glass Bead, Onion Style, Black Glass W/ Yellow Strands
40924 Glass Bead, Cornaline D'Aleppo, Red on Green
40925 Glass Bead, Globular Flattened, Green
41431 Brass Tack
41911 Iron Kettle Fragments
42002 Pewter Utensil Handle
42033 Ferrous Knife Blade

1
1
1
1
20
2
8
9
4
1
2
1
1
4
1
1

1
1
1
1
28
4
9
9
4
1
2
1
1
5
1
1

2.0
4.0
0.1
0.9
15.2
0.2
11.6
16.1
9.3
2.2
0.9
1.3
1.0
223.9
8.7
28.5

51465 Spherical Lead Shot, 0.25 to 0.29" Diameter
51471 Spherical Lead Shot, 0.55 to 0.59" Diameter
51480 Flattened Lead Shot, Small (Diameter Indeterminable)
51550 12 Guage Shotgun Shell, U.M.C. Co. New Club No. 12
51551 12 Guage Shotgun Shell, Remington
52001 Unidentified Ferrous Hafted Tool
52421 Triangular File Fragment, Second (cross) Cut
54031 Ferrous Chain Link
57999 Twisted Ferrous Wire
59987 Unidentifiable Pewter Fragments
59991 Ferrous Strapping
59997 Unidentifiable Lead Fragments
59999 Unidentifiable Ferrous Fragments

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
2
3
1
29

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
3
10
3
1
71

1.9
15.3
0.7
2.8
5.5
241.0
12.8
33.7
3.6
5.9
142.5
1.6
91.7

* Occurrence: Number of Field Specimens (proveniences) in which artifact type appears.

Table 3. continued
ode Description
60082 Charcoal Fragments
60208 Styrofoam Container Fragments
69995 Miscellaneous Fossilized Marine Invertebrate Shell
69996 Miscellaneous Stone
69997 Marble Fragments
69998 Miscellaneous Pebbles
69999 Miscellaneous Mineral Concretions (non-cultural)

Occ. * Count Weight
2
1
1
1
4
45
34

14
1
1
1
8
65
68

1.0
0.4
0.5
0.7
54.9
37.2
63.0

* Occurrence: Number of Field Specimens (proveniences) in which artifact type appears.

base and two footed stemware bases were cataloged, along with three stemware/tumbler rims and
one wheel-etched stemware/tumbler rim.
Brick fragments were not consistently collected except for presence or absence data.
Wrought nail fragments represent a large class of architecture-related items with wide distribution
over the site. One strap hinge arm loop was recovered, and the tentative identification of nine
fragments of pale green window glass completes the small architecture group of artifacts from the
site.
Personal items were extremely rare on the site, with the limited exception of white clay pipe
fragments. Two brass buttons, one fragmentary copper button face and a fragmentary pewter
button represent all the clothing-related items retrieved. Pipe stem fragments were evenly divided
between bores of 4/64" and 5/64" diameters. Only four of the 30 pipe bowl fragments were
decorated with designs in relief. Two pipe marks were present, however. An English "TD" pipe
(Figure 25, left) is attributed by Walker (1971:64-65) to Thomas Dormer, who produced pipes
after c 1750. A crowned 60 mark (Figure 25, right) is clearly Dutch in origin, although its mark
remains unattributed at this time. Four glass beads, all excavated in a very restricted locality at the
site, were cataloged (see Figure 26). Two of the beads are in the Cornaline D'Aleppo style, being
tubular forms with red opaque glass over a translucent green core. One bead is an "onion" style
bead, globular in form, with yellow glass strands laid in a matrix of very dark green or "black"
glass. Stone (1974:99) dates this bead to the period 1680-1750. The fourth bead is a simple
green flattened globular form.
Domestic artifacts include iron kettle fragments, a pewter utensil handle and a knife blade
(Figure 27). Items attributed to the "activities" class are also limited in number. A small
triangular-sectioned cross- or second-cut file and an indeterminate tool (Figure 27 C and G) were
the only tools identified in the collection. Artifacts associated with firearms and weaponry are rare
on the site. Excluding two late 19th century shotgun shells from the burial enclosure, one .58
caliber ball and two specimens of small lead shot were excavated.
The historic site collection was compared to the Carolina and Frontier Artifact Patterns as
defined by South (1977). The McNish collection, considered without the small group of 19th
century items, closely corresponds to the Carolina Artifact Pattern defined for 18th century British
Colonial sites (see Table 4).
Vertical and Horizontal Distribution of Historic Artifacts
The bulk of the historic period debris was concentrated 10 to 30 cm below ground surface
(see Table 5). By count, roughly 70 percent of the collection was recovered in Levels 2 and 3; by
weight, roughly 60 percent. Analysis of the horizontal distribution of the historic artifact
collection is hampered by the effects of recent brush clearing and road building activities through
the northwestern half of the site. Scouring, displacement and redeposition of surficial soils makes
any conclusions concerning artifact frequency distributions extremely tenuous.
Wrought nail debris ranged up to a density of 138.4 grams per square meter, and was
concentrated in two areas, at the southwest and northeast ends of the site. The nominal
distribution may be construed to suggest that at least two individual structures were present at the
site, one at about coordinate 190N 190E, the other at or near 240N 240E. These two points are
70 m apart and about 40 m from the edge of the marsh.
Dating the Historic Artifact Assemblage
Historic period artifacts from the McNish Site indicate a domestic occupation at the middle
of the 18th century along with secondary depositions, associated with the Johnston/McNish
occupation, during the first quarter of the 19th century. The frequency and distribution of datable
historic period ceramics indicates a probable hiatus in the occupation of the site during the fourth
quarter of the 18th century.
Three Mean Ceramic Dates (after South 1977) were calculated on a ceramic subassemblage
consisting of datable ceramic types (see Table 6). Using 14 dated types a MCD of 1744.70 was
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Figure 24. Ceramics from the McNish Site. A: Bristol/Staffordshire Style slip-decorated
earthenware. FS 71. B: Trailed slip-decorated earthenware. FS 44. C: Trailed and Combed
slip-decorated earthenware. FS 44. D: Trailed and Swirled slip-decorated earthenware. FS
111. E, F: Slip-decorated redware; white slip base over redware body, decorated with trailed red
slip and sealed with clear lead glaze. FS 109. G: Jackfield-style hard earthenware. FS 158.
H: Brown salt-glazed stoneware. FS 19.
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Figure 25. Marked white clay pipes. Left: TD cartouche on pipe bowl, attributed to Thomas
Dormer, London, in the mid-1700s. FS 70. Right: Dutch pipe-makers mark on base of pipe
spur, not specifically attributed. FS 186.

Figure 26. Glass Beads. Left: Cornaline D'Aleppo bead; tubular form with red opaque glass
over translucent green glass core. Length: 4.8 mm. FS 99. Center: "Onion" bead; barrel or
doughnut form with yellow opaque glass strands inlaid into opaque dark green/black glass. FS
76. Right: Flattened, globular form bead, in translucent green glass. FS 6.
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Figure 27. Ferrous artifacts from the McNish Site. A: Strap hinge arm socket. FS 187. B:
Wrought nail. FS 77. C: Triangular file fragment, second (cross) cut. FS 99. D: Knife blade.
FS 167. E: Kettle fragment. FS 162. F: Kettle leg. FS 166. G: Unidentified hafted tool;
round socketed base with rectangular shaft section. FS 88.
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Table 4. McNish Historic Assemblage compared to the Carolina and Frontier Artifact Patterns.
Part 1: McNish Artifact Pattern
ru

Percentage of Total

McNish - Count

Kitchen (1)
Architecture (2)
Furniture
Arms (3)
Clothing
Personal
Tobacco Pipes
Activities

468
249
1
3
8
0
54
9

59.1
31.4
0.1
0.4
1.0
0.0
6.8
1.1

Total

792

99.9

Part 2: Carolina, Frontier and McNish Patterns Compared *
Carolina %

Frontier %

McNish %

Group

Mean Range

Mean Range

Percentage

Kitchen
Architecture
Furniture
Arms
Clothing
Personal
Tobacco Pipes
Activities

63.1
25.5
0.2
0.5
3.0
0.2
5.8
1.7

27.6
52.0
0.2
5.4
1.7
0.2
9.1
3.7

47.5 - 78.0
12.9 - 35.1
0 - 0.7
0 - 1.5
0 - 8.5
0 - 0.6
0 - 20.8
0.1 - 3.7

22.7 - 34.5
43.0 - 57.5
0.1 - 0.3
1.4 - 1.8
0.3 - 3.8
0.1 - 0.4
1.9 - 14.0
0.7 - 6.4

* Carolina and Frontier Means and Ranges as given by South (1977:119,145)
(1) Does not include late ceramics, codes 13201, 13501, 13551, 15999
(2)Does not include brick fragments
(3) Does not include shotgun shells, codes 51550, 51551
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59.1
31.4
0.1
0.4
1.0
0
6.8
1.1

Table 5. Vertical Distribution of the Historic Artifact Assemblage.
Level

Count

% of Total

Weight (g)

% of Total

1
2
3
4*
5
6

59
267
199
85
21
2

9.3
42.2
31.4
13.4
3.3
0.3

241.7
899.4
762.0
601.0
129.4
5.8

9.2
34.1
28.9
22.8
4.9
0.2

Totals:

633

99.9

2,639.3

100.1

Notes: This tabulation excludes artifacts with code numbers over 59,999 and under 10,000; also
excluded are artifacts in features and all proveniences not excavated in levels, namely, all 50 cm
test units and search trenches in and around the McNish grave enclosure.
*Hafted tool artifact, code 52001, (FS 88) recovered between Levels 4 and 5, assigned to Level 4.

Table 6. Mean Ceramic Dates for the Historic Occupation.
Code (1)
11450
11482
11512
11513
11518
11703
13201
13501
13551
16111
16254
18101
18102
18103

Description
Slip Decorated Earthenware
Bris/Staff Slip Dec. Earthen.
B/W Delftware
Polychrome Delftware
Undec. Delftware
Jackfield Earthenware
Creamware
Whiteware
Annular Whiteware
White Salt-glazed Stoneware
Nottingham Lustred Stw.
Undec. Oriental Export Porcelain
Underglaze Blue Or. Exp. Por.
Polychrome Or. Exp. Por.

Mean Ceramic Date #1 - All listed types:

Count Weight (g)
14
128.9
49
110.9
8
10.5
1
1.7
10
15.4
2
9.6
3
4.3
37.1
3
1
1.2
16
19.7
1
1.3
3
4.4
16
36.5
1
2.9

Median Man. Date (2)
1733
1733
1750
1750
1750
1760
1791
1857
1865
1763
1755
1730
1730
1730

1744.70 (by count) 1749.19 (by weight)

Mean Ceramic Date #2 - Excluding Oriental 1747.42 (by count) 1751.66 (by weight)
Export Porcelains 18101, 18102,
18103.
Mean Ceramic Date #3 - Excluding Oriental 1741.70 (by count) 1737.52 (by weight)
Export Porcelains 18101, 18102,
18103, and refined earthenwares
13201 and 13501.
(1) Artifact Code as described in Table 3. (2) Median Manufacture Date, after South (1977).
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obtained by simple frequencies and a date of 1749.19 by gross weight. Eliminating the
porcelains, which may have been heirloomed, the MCD of the occupation changes to 1747.55 by
count and 1751.66 by weight. Further, assuming the occupation was in two distinct periods and
not a continuous one, the refined earthenwares (creamwares and whitewares) were eliminated from
the MCD calculations, yielding mean occupation dates of 1741.70 (by count) and 1737.52 (by
weight).
The historic ceramic assemblage and the MCD determinations clearly indicate that the early
McNish Site occupation falls in the Colonial period. The only datable ceramic type spanning the
Colonial, Revolutionary and early Federal periods is creamware. This type may have been
deposited during the final years of the colonial period or during the first quarter of the 19th
century. The complete absence of any pearlwares, however, and the low frequency of
creamwares (three sherds) strongly indicates that the occupation of the site was not continuous
through the last quarter of the 18th century.
The Prehistoric Artifact Assemblage
Introduction
The prehistoric cultural material recovered in the course of testing the historic component at
the McNish Site proved to be more extensive and varied than expected on the basis of the Phase I
survey sample (Smith et al. 1984:38). That sample, derived from 6 out of 69 screened shovel tests,
averaging 30 cm in diameter and 30 cm in depth, yielded a total of 6 ceramic and 3 lithic artifacts.
Only one of the sherds bore a nonplain surface treatment: it was highly eroded and could be only
tentatively identified as cordmarked. It was concluded that the sparse distribution and small artifact
inventory indicated an aboriginal presence of such limited extent as to be unlikely to yield
significant information on prehistoric occupations in the area. However, the 50 cm shovel tests
and 1 by 2 m units excavated in the course of Phase II testing revealed an additional aboriginal
component and contributed additional information on the prehistory of Hunter Army Airfield.
Specifically, a previously undetected Late Archaic component was discovered and the Woodland
stage (Deptford period) component was found to be well-represented by both ceramic and lithic
artifacts. A deeply buried, well-preserved Refuge or Deptford period subsistence feature was
delineated. In addition, a small amount of early Mississippi period material was recovered.
Prehistoric Materials
Prehistoric remains were excavated from 45 of the 72 half-meter tests and all 12 of the 1 by
2 m tests; in addition, surface finds and unprovenienced visual recovery specimens from the
cemetery search trenches were collected. The combined assemblage, as cataloged during
laboratory analysis, is listed in Table 7. The collection includes potsherds, daub or unused clay,
lithic tools and debitage, charred hickory nut shell fragments, seeds, mollusc shell, and vertebrate
bone. A single aboriginal feature was defined; otherwise, all nonsurface material came from
excavation levels in what appear to be natural strata.
Table 8 lists the ceramic assemblage by subsample in terms of type names and generic
names, collapsing a number of the attribute categories noted in analysis. The sherds with
diagnostic surface and/or paste characteristics are from the St. Simons (Late Archaic), Refuge and
Deptford (Woodland), and Wilmington (early Mississipian) ceramic series. The St. Simons series
is represented by four plain fiber tempered sherds, from a single test (Level 4, Zone C of Unit
239N 244E), which are undecorated and contain a noticeable amount of sand (fiber-and-sand
tempered). The rest of the fiber tempered sherds contain large amounts of sand and exhibit a
reduced number of vermiculations (sand-and-fiber tempered); they are described as semifiber
tempered in Table 8 and are grouped in the Refuge series. The sample from the site is so small that
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Table 7. Prehistoric Artifact Classification Codes and Totals.
Code

Occ.* Count Weight

Description

89103 Charred Hickory Nut Shells

2

5

1.1

90000 Untempered clay, daub(?)

5

7

16.7

90010 Fiber and Sand Temp. Sherd, Rough Plain Surface
92002 Sand Temp. Sherd, Paste Fragments and Sherdlettes
92010 Sand and Grit Temp. Sherd, Rough Plain Surface
92011 Sand and Grit Temp. Sherd, Smooth Plain Surface
92012 Sand Temp. Sherd, Smooth Plain Surface
92013 Sand and Grit Temp. Sherd, Bold Check Stamped
92014 Sand and Grit Temp. Sherd, Paste Frags and Sherdlettes
92015 Sand and Grit Temp. Sherd, Simple Stamped
92016 Sand and Grit Temp. Sherd, Heavy Cord Marked
92017 Sand and Grit Temp. Sherd, Eroded Surface
92018 Sand and Fiber Temp. Sherd, Smooth Plain Surface
92019 Sand Temp. Sherd, Medium Cord Marked
92020 Sand and Fiber Temp. Sherd, Eroded Surface
92021 Sand Temp. Sherd, Rough Plain Surface
92022 Sand Temp. Sherd, Eroded Surface
92023 Sand and Grog Temp. Sherd, Fine Cord Marked
92024 Sand and Grit Temp. Sherd, Obliterated Check Stamped
93002 Grit Temp. Sherd, Paste Fragments and Sherdlettes
93010 Grit Temp. Sherd, Rough Plain Surface
93011 Grit Temp. Sherd, Smooth Plain Surface
93012 Grit Temp. Sherd, Fingernail Incised Surface
93013 Grit Temp. Sherd, Eroded Surface
93014 Grit Temp. Sherd, Simple Stamped
93015 Grit Temp. Sherd, Bold Check Stamped
93016 Grit Temp. Sherd, Fine Cord Marked
94010 Grog Temp. Sherd, Rough Plain Surface
94011 Grog Temp. Sherd, Heavy Cord Marked
94012 Grog and Sand Temp. Sherd, Heavy Cord Marked

1
11
21
8
11
6
11
6
1
4
3
2
2
7
2
1
1
3
36
7
1
2
2
4
1
1
3
1

4
22
29
15
33
6
18
6
1
7
4
2
2
8
2
1
1
3
53
12
1
2
2
6
1
1
4
1

17.3
21.0
188.4
153.9
122.6
62.8
19.8
128.6
16.2
95.1
29.9
12.8
19.2
30.2
3.6
9.7
3.5
3.3
511.3
80.1
4.7
8.6
27.8
32.8
4.4
8.7
67.6
10.0

95001 Small Chert Debitage, < 1 cm
95002 Medium Chert Debitage, > 1 cm < 2 cm
95003 Large Chert Debitage, > 2 cm
95007 Medium Heat-treated Chert Debitage
95008 Large Heat-treated Chert Debitage
95011 Chert Cortical Flake
95021 Shatter Block Debitage
95023 Small Spalled Chert Debitage
95024 Medium Spalled Chert Debitage
95025 Large Spalled Chert Debitage
95029 Medium Heat-treated Spalled Chert Debitage
95101 Small Utilized Chert Flake
95102 Medium Utilized Chert Flake

26
63
17
7
1
7
1
10
10
6
2
1
5

31
101
23
9
2
8
1
10
10
6
2
1
5

3.0
23.0
23.2
1.5
2.4
13.5
2.8
1.0
2.8
8.5
0.2
0.3
2.2

* Occurrence: Number of Field Specimens in which type appears.
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Table 7. Site Prehistoric Artifact Totals (continued).
Code

QcsLic Count Weight

Description

12
1
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
11
41
8
21
1
1
1
2
1
1

14
1
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
14
58
8
26
1
1
1
2
1
1

341.2
0.4
3.5
4.7
0.6
10.8
14.3
1.5
5.3
1.8
28.7
13.2
61.3
27.5
77.5
1.5
8.2
17.0
38.7

95902 Hematite
95905 Coral Abrader

1
1

1
1

0.5
18.5

99001 Petrified Wood Weathered Fragments
99002 Petrified Wood Point Base, Stemmed, Shouldered
99003 Petrified Wood Debitage

3
1
6

3
1
7

3.7
4.8
3.1

95103 Large Utilized Chert Flake
95107 Medium Heat-treated Utilized Chert Flake
95112 Medium Bifacially Retouched Chert Flake
95125 Bifacial Chert Blade
95201 Undifferentiated Distal End of Chert Point
95206 Incomplete Stemmed, Shouldered Chert Point
95211 Stemmed Archaic-style Chert Point
95217 Leon-like Chert Point Base
95302 Westo-like Stemmed Quartz Point
95501 Small Quartz Debitage, < 1 cm
95502 Medium Quartz Debitage, > 1 cm < 2 cm
95503 Large Quartz Debitage, > 2 cm
95504 Quartz Cortical Flake
95505 Quartz Pebble, Partial
95506 Quartz Pebble, Whole
95507 Medium Utilized Quartz Flake
95508 Large Utilized Quartz Flake
95509 Quartz Blank, Point Form
95510 Worked Quartz Pebble

* Occurrence: Number of Field Specimens in which type appears.
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Table 8. Prehistoric Ceramic Artifact Frequencies by Subsample and Type.
GROUP/Type

50 cm

1 by 2 m

Visual

Total

ST. SIMONS
St. Simons Plain

4

-

4

REFUGE
Semifiber Tempered Plain
Interior Cord Marked

5
1

1

6
1

DEPTFORD
Bold Check Stamped
Simple Stamped
Cord Marked, Medium
Obliterated Check Stamped

2
3
1
1

10
4

WILMINGTON
Heavy Cord Marked
Plain (Grog Tempered)

3

3
1

6
1

1
2
9
9
3
4
1
3

1
35
55
28
8
17
2
15

1
1
41
65
44
11
22
3
18

41

189

NONDIAGNOSTIC
fine cord marked
fingernail incised
sand temp. plain
grit temp. plain
sand & grit temp. plain
surface eroded
sand, fragments
grit, fragments
sand & grit, fragments
TOTALS

62

1
1

4
1
7
1

16

12
8
2
1

247

it is difficult to evaluate the significance of this distinction between fiber tempered and semifiber
tempered. The two may be varieties within the same type. A larger sample might permit a
distinction on the basis of spatial distribution or stratigraphic position.
Together with the semifiber tempered ceramics, a single fine sand tempered, interior cord
marked rim sherd was included in the Refuge series. This sherd is roughly smoothed on the
exterior, possibly over fine cord marking, and has a straight rim with a flat lip. Figure 28 illustrates
the exteriors of two semifiber tempered sherds and the interior of the cord marked sherd. The
Refuge series assemblage is small and not particularly distinctive but it does suggest use of the site
in the early part of the Woodland stage. It is conceivable that at least some of the plain pottery,
listed in Table 8 as nondiagnostic, was part of the Refuge assemblage.
As shown in Table 8, only a small part of the collection (16.6 percent) is temporally
diagnostic and the Deptford period is the best represented occupation, accounting for 9.3 percent of
the total collection and over half of the diagnostic sherds. On the basis of similar paste
characteristics, most of the sand, sand-and-grit, and grit tempered plain sherds in the nondiagnostic
category could also be included in the Deptford assemblage, for a total of up to 70.3 percent of the
collection. Distinctive Deptford surface treatments are depicted in Figure 29. Bold Check Stamping
(B) was observed on both sand-and-grit and grit tempered pastes. Similarly, Simple Stamping
occurs on both sand-and-grit and grit tempered pastes (A, C, and D). Single examples of medium
cord marking and nearly obliterated medium check stamping were also included in the Deptford
series on the basis of paste similarities.
The Wilmington series subassemblage is composed of a small number of plain and heavy
cord marked sherds which exhibit the distinctive, grog tempered paste that is characteristic of the
early Mississippian period on the coast. The heavy cord marked sherds are illustrated in Figure 30
A and B.
Two sherds with distinctive surface treatments which could not be assigned temporal
positions are also illustrated in Figure 30 (C and D). Both the fingernail incised and fine cord
marked sherds are grit tempered and very similar in paste characteristics to the Deptford series
material from this site.
The lithic artifact assemblage is interesting because it includes significant amounts of
quartzite and petrified wood. Almost two thirds of the collection (by frequency) is coastal plain
chert, one third is quartzite, and five percent is petrified wood; single examples of coral and
hematite are also present (Table 9). Only a minor proportion of the chert (3.4 percent) appears to be
thermally altered. The amount of chert debitage is not large; it is suggestive of resharpening and
reshaping of tools and possibly some tool manufacture from prepared blanks. No expended cores
and little primary reduction debitage was found. In view of the scarcity of chert sources in the
lower coastal plain, this is the expected pattern.
Two chert blades are illustrated in Figure 31 D shows no use-wear, while E shows wear on
the sides and bottom but not the upper edge, along which it appears to have broken off of a larger
blade. Three chert points are shown in Figure 32. A is a partial contracting-stem point of thermally
altered white and yellow chert; it appears to have been used as an endscraper after loosing its distal
end. It was recovered from a trench in the cemetery area. C is a nearly complete Stemmed Archaic
point or knife found on the surface in an area of the site disturbed by Army road-construction
activities. D is the shoulder and stem portion of a small point from Level 5, Zone B of Unit 210N
232E. One Deptford Simple Stamped and several plain sherds, and a variety of lithic artifacts were
found in Zone A of this test; Zone B yielded only lithic artifacts.
Quartzite, all of which is white or grayish-white, is found in the form of debitage, utilized
flakes, and (single examples) tool forms: pebble tool, blank, and finished biface. It appears that
most of the quartzite, both debitage and tools, is the result of the reduction of small, weathered
stones into useful fragments. The point, pebble tool and blank, illustrated in Figure 31 A, B and
C, as well as the utilized flakes and 26 cortical flakes, all show a portion of the smooth exterior of
the original cobble. Most of these were probably small--approximately the size of a chicken egg-judging by the curvature of the exterior surfaces.
Though quite small, the finished point in Figure 31 A conforms closely to the description
of the Westo point provided by Bullen (1975:29). This type is temporally associated with the end
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Figure 28. Refuge Period Pottery. A: Plain sand-and-fiber tempered rimsherd, interior also plain;
rim straight, slightly thickened, lip slightly everted, rounded. B: Plain sand-and-fiber tempered
rimsherd; rim incurvate, lip flat with slight interior lipping. C: Refuge cordmarked rimsherd, fine
sand tempered paste. Interior (shown) of straight rim with rounded lip has fine cordmarking,
diagonal to rim; exterior is irregularly smoothed with a few vertical fine cord markings.
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Figure 29. Deptford Period Pottery. A: Deptford Simple Stamped rimsherd, sand-and-grit
tempered with smooth interior; lands and grooves have irregular "thong-wrapped paddle"
appearance. B: Deptford Bold Check Stamped sherd with a small area of overstamping, sand and
grit tempered. C: Deptford Simple Stamped sherd with smooth interior, sand-and-grit tempered;
lands and grooves irregular, in low relief. D: Deptford Simple Stamped abrader with smooth
interior; grit-and-sand tempered; lands and grooves regular, low relief.

b5

Figure 30. Wilmington and Miscellaneous Pottery. A: Wilmington Heavy Cord Marked sherd,
grog tempered with convoluted paste. B: Wilmington Heavy Cord Marked, cross-stamped; grog
tempered with convoluted paste. C: Grit Tempered Fingernail Incised. D: Grit Tempered Fine
Cordmarked.
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of the Late Archaic or the early Woodland period. The specimen was found in Level 10, Zone F of
Unit 200N 197E. This zone also yielded two semifiber tempered sherds, a plain, grit tempered
sherd, hematite, hickory nut shell fragments, and both quartzite and chert debitage. A Refuge or
early Deptford association for these materials is likely.
Petrified wood debris, including weathered fragments and nonconchoidal chipping debris
together with the single partial tool, composes 2.8 percent of the lithic assemblage. Petrified wood
is not frequently reported in coastal plain sites. The Mattassee Lake Sites report, which contains
detailed identifications for most lithic raw materials simply notes that "petrified wood does occur m
the unconsolidated sediments of the Coastal Plain" (Anderson, Cantley and Novick 1982:130).
The sixteen specimens of petrified wood found at Mattassee Lake were variegated and ridged with
a yellowish brown color, in contrast to the uniform medium and dark gray banding of the Hunter
examples. The petrified wood point has a contracting stem and weak shoulders suggestive of the
Westo or Stemmed Archaic form. It was found in Level 5, Zone D of Unit 215N 249E, together
with quartzite and chert debitage and a plain, grit tempered sherd. A Refuge or Deptford
association may be inferred.
The coral fragment illustrated in Figure 32 E is the only specimen of that material found at
Hunter. It is somewhat rounded and could be either an abrader or simply a weathered fragment. In
either case it is an exotic material and therefore must have come to be at the site through cultural
agencies.
The single hematite or red ochre fragment was found in Level 8, Zone F of Unit 200N
197E; this zone also yielded the Westo-like quartzite point described above.
Also part of the prehistoric assemblage are several possible daub fragments and a modest
variety of ecofacts. The daub (n=7) included only one fragment with possible wattle impressions.
Ecofacts include a total of 5 charred hickory nut shell fragments from two different proveniences (a
50 cm test and Level 10 of a 1 by 2 m test), two small, unidentified charred seeds from Feature 5,
mollusc shell from Feature 5, and a small number of bone fragments from Feature 5 and elsewhere
in the site.
The shell from Feature 5 included Atlantic ribbed mussel (Guekensia demissa), oyster shell
(Crassostrea virginica), and salt marsh periwinkle (Littorina irrorata). Elsewhere in the site shell
occurred in trace amounts only and was not retained for analysis.
Vertebrate remains are listed in Appendix 2. Except for the contents of Feature 5, none of
the bone samples are clearly attributable to the prehistoric occupations. In fact, on the basis of
species and co-occurrence of historic artifacts, most can be said to derive from the historic period.
Only two fragments were recovered from below Level 5; both are small, burned, unidentifiable
fragments. All nine fragments from Feature 5 were unidentifiable.
Feature 5
Feature 5 was a small, deeply-buried aboriginal subsistence refuse pit which was
encountered in excavation of Level 7 of Unit 245N 240E. This unit is located in the approximate
center of the "island" formed by the recently constructed gravel road through the site. The feature
first appeared at 60 cm below surface as a small, very dark gray oval stain containing charcoal and
shell fragments (Figure 33). The feature occurred adjacent to the east wall of the unit and was
clearly visible in profile when excavation was completed (Figure 34). The overlying strata are a
redeposited A horizon to 14 cm, a buried A horizon to 24 cm, a mottled transitional zone to 36 cm,
and the B horizon, stained by organic material leaching from the feature, to 54 cm below surface.
The top of the feature is 54 cm below surface in the profile (and 44 cm below the 1984 surface) but
appeared in Level 7 at 60 cm below surface at the reference corner of the unit (245N 241E) due to a
sloping surface across the unit. The feature itself is a small, oval, straight-sided pit, 45 cm long
and 26 cm wide. It extends from 54 to 98 cm below surface and is composed of three zones: an
upper dark gray compact soil, a core of very dark gray soil with shell and charcoal, and a lower
light gray to dark brown leaching zone.
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Table 9. Prehistoric Lithic Artifact Frequencies by Subsample and Type.
GROUP/Type
CHERT
small debitage
medium debitage
large debitage
cortical flake
shatter block debitage
small utilized flake
medium utilized flake
large utilised flake
bifacially retouched flake
prismatic blade
distal end of point
point base*
stemmed Archaic point

50 cm
9
26
6
1
2
5
1
1
1

1x2m
33
80
22
5
1
1
3
9
1
1

Visual

Total

4

1

42
110
28
7
1
1
6
16
1
2
1
1
1

1

10
1
1

1
1
2
-

THERMALLY ALTERED CHERT
1
medium debitage
medium utilized flake
inc. contracting-stem point

9
1

CORAL
"abrader"

1

1

9
40
6
19
1
1
1
1
1
1

14
57
7
26
1
1
1
2
1
1
1

QUARIZilli
small debitage
medium debitage
large debitage
cortical flake
weathered pebble
partial weathered pebble
medium utilized flake
large utilized flake
point form blank
pebble tool
small, contracting-stem point
PETRIFIED WOOD
weathered fragment
debitage
point base, contracting stem

5
17
1
7
1

3

1

1

87

254

*small, excurvate-base stem with incurvate sides
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2
7

1
1

1

HEMA 111E
TOTALS

2
3
1

-

12

353

Figure 31. Quartz and Chert Tools. A: Small triangular point of white quartzite; 29 mm long, 23
mm wide, 9 mm thick, plano-convex; exterior surface of weathered pebble visible on one side of
base; from Level 10, Zone F of Unit 200N 197E. B: Quartzite blank; part of weathered exterior
surface of original pebble present on "back" of tapered end; from Level 8, Zone D of Unit 199N
212E. C: Quartzite pebble tool; translucent gray-white weathered pebble was at least 29 x 24 x 56
mm; flakes were removed from both ends producing two cutting or scraping edges on one end and
a point at other end; from Level 5, Zone C of Unit 245N 240B. D: Prismatic blade of white chert,
19 mm wide, 34 mm long, 11 mm thick; no use-wear evident. E: Section of prismatic blade of
yellowish-white chert, 17 mm wide, 17 mm long, 5 mm thick; use-wear present on both edges and
on basal corners, not on irregular, snapped-off edge.
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Figure 32. Chert, Coral, and Petrified Wood Tools. A: Partial point of somewhat transluscent
white and yellow thermally altered chert; 36 mm long, 33 mm wide, 10 mm thick; use-wear on one
side of broken distal end. B: Partial point of gray petrified wood; assymetrical basal portion of
stemmed point 24 mm long, 27 mm wide, 7 mm thick; concave-convex; from Level 5, Zone D of
Unit 215N 249E. C: Archaic stemmed point or knife of white chert; assymetrical, 59 mm long, 28
mm wide, 10 mm thick. D: Stem and shoulder portion of small point of yellow, gray and white
mottled chert; stem has excurvate base, incurvate sides; 17 mm long, 21 mm wide, 3 mm thick;
from Level 5, Zone B of Unit 210N 232E. E: Possible abrader of grayish white coral, not
silicified; appears worn, wear could be natural erosion; from Level 5, Zone C of Unit 245N 240E.
F: Cross section of B, enlarged 2.5X to show grain of petrified wood.
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The feature contained one sand-and-grit tempered plain sherd and one sand-and-fiber
tempered plain sherd, 9 framents of unidentifiable bone (1.7 g total), and approximately 1 liter of
mollusc shell. The mollusc shell is striking in that it is almost entirely composed of Atlantic ribbed
mussel; only one oyster fragment and two saltmarsh periwinkles were collected. The pH of the
feature was 7.1 as compared to an average pH of 5.1 for nonshell con texts elsewhere in the site.
Since this relatively high pH would have created conditions favorable for bone preservation, it can
be concluded that the small amount of vertabrate bone in this feature is a consequence of the
specialized behavior represented by the feature, rather than a consequence of poor preservation.
The two small, charred seeds that were recovered from fine-screening of the feature fill were
probably incidental inclusions. One was fragmentary and the other was a virtually featureless
sphere 1 mm in diameter, so no attempt at identification was made.
Two very similar small subsistence features containing Atlantic ribbed mussel are reported
for a site (9Cam171B) at Kings Bay (Smith et al. 1981: 485-488). The Kings Bay features date to
the early Mississippian period: one, containing a single sand tempered plain sherd, was
radiocarbon dated (on shell) at 890±60 years; the other contained a single grit tempered cord
marked sherd.
Like the Kings Bay features, Feature 5 appears to be the product of a single meal or shellcollection episode. It is probably somewhat earlier, based on the ceramics found within it.
However, the nondiagnotic sand-and-grit tempered sherd could be as late as the Savannah period,
and therefore does not provide an early terminus post quem. Although no funds were budgeted for
dating in the current project, two radiocarbon samples were segregated from the shell debris during
excavation and could be processed at some point in the future. This feature may represent a
seasonal, cultural or functional subsistence specialization; a larger sample of similar features as
well as specialized analyses will be needed to derive further information.
Vertical Artifact Distribution
Because of the amount of recent disturbance at this site, the vertical distribution of artifacts
is of particular importance in assessing the significance of the prehistoric component. The vertical
distribution of the two major artifact groups, based on collections from the 1 by 2 m tests, is
shown in Table 10. It can be seen that a significant portion of the prehistoric assemblage lies below
level 5 and thus was not sampled by the 50 cm tests. This, of course, is part of the reason for
digging the deeper, stratigraphic tests, but it should be noted that the location of the 1 by 2 m tests
was determined by the site boundaries derived from historic artifact frequencies in the upper half
meter of the site. It cannot be claimed that these 1 by 2 m tests reliably reflect the vertical
variability of the prehistoric components in every part of the site.
The ceramic sample is so small that no meaningful comparisons can be made between the
vertical distributions of the different components. As reflected in Table 8, of the 247 prehistoric
sherds recovered from the site as a whole, only 41 (16.6 percent) are diagnostic. Of these 41
diagnostic sherds, 28 (11.3 percent of the total assemblage) were excavated from stratigraphically
controlled tests. The difficulty of working with this limited sample can be illustrated by looking at
specific temporal components. All four of the earliest (St. Simons fiber tempered) diagnostic
specimens came from level 4, zone C of one test (239N 244E). This is one of the two tests in the
"island" formed in the northern half of the site by recent road construction. All four of the
stratigraphically excavated specimens from the latest (Wilmington, grog tempered) component also
came from this "island." One Wilmington sherd was found with the St. Simons sherds in level 4;
one came from level 2 of the same unit; two came from level 5 of nearby unit 245N 240E. This
unit also produced (in levels 7 to 10) the only prehistoric feature found at the site. So, the earliest
and the latest diagnostic ceramics are found "together" in one area of the site and the single
functionally interpretable feature also comes from this area. What is the significance of this spatial
association? In view of the small sample size it is impossible to say whether or not the respective
positions of these components are typical. The redundancy necessary to make this determination is
not present.
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The lithic sample appears quite homogeneous: both chert and quartzite are present in every
level except 12 (which contained only one chert flake). The proportion of quartzite to total lithics
fluctuates from level to level, with a high of 50 percent, a low of 14 percent, and an average of 30
percent.
It does not appear that the prehistoric component sustained serious damage during the road
building activities that destroyed half of the historic site. Certainly the upper levels of certain parts
of the site have been disturbed, as suggested by the surface find of the stemmed Archaic point, but
these levels had been subjected to some degree of mixing during the historic occupation.
Horizontal Artifact Distribution
The four illustrations which follow show the distribution of prehistoric artifact types within
the site on the basis of data from the 50 cm tests. It can be seen that while the tests, dug to
delineate the historic component, do not completely disclose the limits of the prehistoric
distribution, some information about intrasite patterning can be gained by studying this sample.
The distribution diagrams represent artifact frequencies for the 50 cm tests as shaded circles with a
5 m radius centered on the tests. Thus the shaded area represents limited interpolation.
Figure 35 shows the distribution of all prehistoric artifacts from the 50 cm tests (n=132). It
can be seen that the greatest concentration is in the area immediately north and east of the grave
enclosure. A second, smaller concentration appears northeast of this, in the "island" formed by
recent road construction. Both of these areas lie at approximately the same elevation along a
contour 35 m inland from the marsh edge.
Figures 36 and 37 show the distributions of ceramic (n=41) and lithic (n=86) artifacts from
the 50 cm. tests. The same two centers of concentration appear in each but it can be seen that the
two distributions are not coterminous. The lithic distribution is roughly elliptical, with the long
axis oriented NE/SW, parallel to the marsh edge. This distribution overlaps with the ceramics
distribution which is a somewhat smaller ellipse having the same orientation but located to the
northwest. The difference in the two distributions could represent any of several possible
situations: the lithics and ceramics represent different activity areas within a single site; the lithics
and ceramics are associated with different temporal components which have slightly different
centers; or, both of the distributions are composed of several separate deposits, some of which are
associated, some of which are not. The sample is too small to discriminate among these
explanations.
A final pair of distribution maps breaks the lithic artifact assemblage down into two parts:
chert (Figure 38) and quartzite and petrified wood (Figure 39). Although samples are small (chert
n= 53; quartzite and petrified wood n= 31+3=34) it can be seen that none of the moderate or high
density tests for one lithic type coincides with moderate or high density tests for the other type.
This could indicate association with different functions within the same temporal component or
association with different temporal components.
Shell debris encountered in the 50 cm tests was quantified in terms of nominal categories;
no concentrations or consolidated middens were encountered anywhere in the site. Figure 40
shows that those units in which a trace of shell was encountered are centrally located within the
site.
A quick review of Tables 8 and 9 shows that, in addition to data on spatial distributions,
the 50 cm tests provided new information about temporal and formal characteristics of the site. The
ceramic assemblage includes diagnostic Deptford and Wilmington ceramics. The lithic assemblage
contains two types of material which did not show up in the survey samples: in addition to chert,
quartzite and petrified wood were used at this site. Not reflected in the 50 cm test sample is the
Late Archaic material recovered from the deeper 1 by 2 m test units.
When the 1 by 2 m tests are taken into account, other comments on horizontal distributions
within the site can be made. The four St. Simons sherds are all from level 4 of a single unit, 239N
244E. As a result of the machine disturbance which has recently occurred in this area, the first 30
cm of the unit was redeposited clay; the original humus and A horizon was missing; and cultural
material began to appear in level 4 somewhere within the B horizon but not necessarily 30-40 cm
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below (1984) ground surface. Thus these fiber tempered sherds could have come from a considerably deeper level of the site. Also, there is no reason to believe that the 50 cm tests in this part of
the site give an accurate picture of what was in the first 50 cm below the 1984 ground surface.
Certainly the survey tests which went only 30 cm below surface do not reliably test the extent of
the Late Archaic component. Thus it appears that there is a Late Archaic component present at the
McNish Site but that further testing will be required to define its limits. This will have to be deep
testing, to a depth of at least one meter and preferably until two culturally sterile levels have been
excavated. There is no reason to assume that the Late Archaic component will follow the
boundaries defined for more recent components of the site, so this will have to be exploratory
testing. The four sherds from Unit 239N 244E could well represent the southwestern extent of a
Late Archaic site lying to the north and east of the McNish site.
Table 10. Vertical Distribution of Prehistoric Materials.
Level

Ceramics

Lithics

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
misc.

freq. %
16
8.2
29
14.9
43
22.0
35
17.9
13
6.7
14
7.2
9
4.6
13
6.7
12
6.2
4
2.1
0
0
7
3.6

freq.
12
26
30
36
38
32
24
26
18
6
7
1
11
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Total
%
4.5
9.7
11.2
13.5
14.2
12.0
9.0
9.7
6.7
2.2
2.6
0.3
4.1

freq.
28
55
73
71
51
46
33
39
30
10
7
1
18

%
6.1
11.9
15.8
15.4
11.0
10.0
7.1
8.4
6.5
2.1
1.5
0.2
3.9
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Figure 35. Distribution of Prehistoric Artifacts from 50 cm Tests.
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DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Discussion
Historic Component
Archaeologically-excavated historic sites from the early colonial period are rare in Chatham
County despite the fact that the area is the point of origin of virtually all British colonial
development in the state of Georgia. Few published reports of archaeological research on the
early colonial period in the Savannah vicinity exist. Smith and Honerkamp (1976) have described
the results of a survey of the Mulberry Grove Plantation on the Savannah River, a National
Register site which possesses historic associations and archaeological research potential of singular
importance. However, given the scope of the project, i.e., survey, the report provides little detail
about 18th century lifeways. Kelso (1979) provided a detailed summary of excavations at the
Wormslow Plantation of Noble Jones (and successors); this study is the only available report
containing a detailed analysis of colonial period material culture from 18th century Savannah and
environs. Recent archaeological research at Telfair Square in downtown Savannah has retrieved
some limited data concerning urban adaptations in the 18th century city, but the colonial period data
base was extremely small (Honerkamp, Council and Fairbanks 1983). In short, the early colonial
period in Savannah is poorly known from an archaeological perspective.
Excavations at the McNish Site revealed the presence of an early colonial site dating (at
least in part) to the rule of the Trustees of Georgia. Technically, this is the earliest period of
British colonial occupation in the State. The McNish Site has been subjected to disorganization,
however, and the fugitive remains of this domestic habitation lack focus, that is, a clearly
discernible site structure. The low density of material and the absence of any substantial
architectural remains inhibits interpretation of the site. However, low focus and low artifact
density may constitute the archaeological reality of most early colonial occupations.
Until the restrictions on the use of slaves were lifted and land grants were made in fee
simple, only the wealthiest of settlers could afford to make substantial improvements to their
holdings. The colony was foundering when the charter reverted to the Crown, many of its
inhabitants having removed to the Carolinas. The villages of Hampstead and Highgate, originally
populated by a half dozen families apiece, had virtually disappeared by the mid-1750s. Many
archaeological sites from the very early colonial period were occupied for short periods of time and
then abandoned. Structures erected in this period are often described as temporary thatched huts
inhabited by indentured servants working for non-resident owners.
These early and archaeologically fugitive occupations around the periphery of Savannah are
of interest, however, representing as they do the first adaptations of British and other Europeans to
the natural and cultural environment of coastal Georgia outside of the confines of a town. At Fort
Frederica, the fortified town on St. Simons Island founded by Oglethorpe in 1736, research has
been carried out which provides a comparative data base for this early period.
Like the townsite of Savannah, Frederica imposed highly structured spatial constraints on
its inhabitants (e.g., 60 by 90 ft house lots for all freeholders), providing a "laboratory" for the
archaeological and documentary study of adaptive behavior under relatively well-known natural
and social conditions (Fairbanks 1956; Honerkamp 1975, 1980). While Fairbanks provided an
excellent (and seminal) reconstruction of colonial lifestyle at this site (1956), Honerkamp (1980)
concentrated on the definition of site structure and function on both the town and lot levels, testing
and refining a model of colonial resource utilization, and empirically testing Stanley South's
Brunswick Pattern of Refuse Disposal (1977), among other things. Although most of the
Frederica sites investigated by Honerkamp had been plowed, the short occupation period of the
colonial town (barely 15 years) and the presence of numerous interpretable features combined to
provide a suitable data base for testing a large array of research questions. The work at Frederica,
however, examined frontier adaptations in an urban setting, unlike testing isolated farmsteads or

81

plantations where spatial constraints (and concomitant spatial control by the archaeologist) are
reduced.
In other research in coastal Georgia, the authors examined a small, late-18th/early-19th
century plantation site that had nominally been "disturbed" by plowing in the late 19th century
(Smith, Council and Saunders 1986:41-90). While some debris had undoubtedly been laterally
displaced by plowing, it was still possible to discern activity areas at the site. By using data from
systematic testing, sheet refuse deposits were interpreted through use of the SYMAP program.
Surface features such as a tabby chimney foundation and subsurface features such as a well aided
in the interpretation of the data. In the absence of superficially-observable site structure, it was
nonetheless possible to define site structure through systematic testing (see especially Honerkamp
and Council 1985).
Early colonial sites outside of the highly-organized townsite of Savannah may also be
amenable to interpretation if excavation and/or analytic methods can be developed which are
sensitive to low artifact density. Specific behavioral patterns which generate data in the
archaeological record are more easily observed archaeologically if the activity was intense or of
long duration. Fugitive colonial sites may be difficult to analyze due to an absence of occupation
intensity or duration. One viable approach to low density sites such as the McNish Site may
simply be the excavation of a larger sample. Of the estimated 8,000 square meters of area of the
historic component of 9CH717, the screened test units comprising 47.25 square meters of area
represent a sample of 0.59 percent. If the originally planned seventeen 1 x 2 m units had been
completed, the sample size of screened area would have increased to 0.72 percent. Including all
surface exposure, screened and unscreened, the sample size was about 0.87 percent.
It might be suggested, as nothing more than an educated guess, that a 2 percent sample of
the site would have been more informative than the obtained 0.59 percent. Such a sample size
may have yielded a larger faunal collection, perhaps one amenable to the type of analysis planned
in the Institute's research proposal: MNI determinations, biomass calculations, etc. (although low
soil pH may well have prevented this). With an increase in surface area, the odds of encountering
sub-surface, closed-context features would have likewise increased, leading to a more accurate
view of site structure.
Our experience at this site suggests that low-focus habitations, such as early colonial sites
outside the context of townsite lots, may require a sample size larger than 0.5 percent so that
meaningful interpretations of site structure can be made. It is essential to understand that it is
aspects of the colonial period behavior we seek to explain that result in small, diffuse, low-density
sites. Small numbers of artifacts and lack of focus do not, in themselves, mean that a site lacks
research potential. Rather, they indicate a site which requires particularly sensitive sampling
strategies.
Prehistoric Component
The prehistoric component of the McNish Site consists of a low density deposit of
aboriginal ceramic and lithic artifacts, together with a small amount of subsistence remains, in a
sandy matrix overlying a clay subsoil. No consolidated shell middens or developed anthroposols
were discerned; all material was recovered from apparently natural soil strata.
The prehistoric assemblage contains ceramic materials representing as many as four
different temporal periods: St. Simons, Refuge, Deptford, and Wilmington. Of these, only
Deptford is substantial and solidly identifiable. Small subassemblages, transitional attribute
combinations, and surface treatments having a long period of use make evaluation of the minor
components difficult. Also because of the small sample size, it is not possible to demonstrate a
direct association between the lithic assemblage or parts thereof and any or each of the ceramic
assemblages.
The lithic assemblage does contain several tools which are, in a general way, temporally
diagnostic. They indicate Late Archaic to Early Woodland associations. It also includes a large
amount of quartzite, which contrasts with sites on the lower Georgia coast that usually contain
chert and very few other lithics. Site 9Cam171B at Kings Bay, which did contain quartzite
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debitage and pebble tools similar to those from the McNish Site, also contained two features
similar to Feature 5 (Smith et al. 1981:457-459). This site contained a large early St. Johns
component and a small late Deptford component; radiocarbon dates suggest that the Deptford
component dates circa 600 A.D. and the St. Johns culture was present by 720 A.D. (Smith et al.
1981:474-475). Feature 5 at the McNish Site contained ceramic artifacts and subsistence remains; it
is potentially datable. Because it shows similarities to a specialized type of subsistence feature
recognized elsewhere on the coast, there is a potential for asking questions about whether this
pattern is explainable in terms of cultural, environmental, or temporal variables.
The problem of reconstructing the past from multicomponent, unstratified sites, which are
the norm on the Georgia coast, has been approached in a number of ways. Two examples from
recent research indicate that there is useful information to be gained by responding to the challenge
that such sites present. At Kings Bay excavators of the Devil's Walkingstick Site found virtually
no faunal materials, i.e., no shell middens or bone, and no developed anthroposols associated with
the Late Archaic component. Soil tests for inorganic phophates, to delimit human activity areas,
and for elemental copper, to detect the presence of shell fish, were carried out. Results supported
the interpretation of several areas of artifact concentration as activity areas and indicated that
shellfish had not been used in significant numbers at this site (DesJean 1985: 25-32). The
interesting point is that this site contained anthroposols, i.e. cultural strata, not visible to the naked
eye and therefore would have been described as unstratified. At Bourbon Field on Sapelo Island,
the excavator faced a different depositional situation that seemed to compromise the research
potential of the site (Crook 1985). Ceramics in the plowzone at Bourbon Field were mixed and
could not be separated into subassemblages stratigraphically. Crook used simple statistical tests of
association among different ceramic attributes to arrive at behaviorally meaningful subassemblages
in a disturbed, unstratified site. While the McNish Site is neither as large nor as well-known
archaeologically as Devil's Walkingstick or Bourbon Field, these examples are instructive in that
they show information can be obtained from low density, unstratified, and disturbed sites.
In view of the small areal exposure (24 square meters of screened stratigraphic excavation)
provided by the McNish sample, it is difficult to evaluate the significance of the single subsistence
feature. The sparse distribution of artifacts is typical of early prehistoric period sites. Since the
settlement pattern of coastal peoples involved nomadism, on at least a seasonal basis, right up until
European contact, small and briefly occupied sites are an important part of the overall adaptive
pattern.
Conclusions
Prior to its disturbance, the McNish Site presented a unique opportunity to examine a
relatively pristine early colonial-period habitation site. The Trustee period of the Georgia colony,
1733-1752, is poorly known from an archaeological standpoint. This period represents the
earliest adaptations of European colonists to the natural and cultural settings of frontier Georgia.
Due to the sparseness and low focus of the historic archaeological data at the McNish Site
interpretation of the historic remains is problematic, even when the data appear in undisturbed
contexts. Extensive disorganization of this already ephemeral archaeological record has
transformed a difficult but significant research opportunity into one that is virtually impossible to
exploit. In addition, the colonial occupant at this site was apparently not rich or otherwise
notorious enough to appear in the documentary record during this period.
A series of small aboriginal occupations, occurring at several points in time from the Late
Archaic stage through the early Mississippian stage, is also in evidence at the McNish Site. Native
Americans selected this area as a campsite and left behind a few distinctive artifacts: Late Archaic
to Early Woodland projectile points and St. Simons, Refuge, Deptford, and Wilmington ceramics.
At some point a meal of Atlantic ribbed mussels, from the nearby marshes of the Little Ogeechee,
was eaten and the remains were discarded in a small, oval pit. Evidence of these and other activities
at the site is sparse due to the behavior patterns of the human cultures which produced it, not due to
any deficiency in the archaeological resource itself.
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Evaluation of Research Design
Several interesting and useful observations emerge from an evaluation of the research
design developed for this project. The research design originally proposed by the Institute of
Archaeology can be viewed as both a failure and a success. It failed to take into account the early
historic component at the site, even though survey materials collected in 1983 indicated the
presence of 18th century artifacts. Most of the documentary research efforts were aimed at
elucidating the nature of the 19th century McNish occupation, which was much more visible in
both an archaeological and a documentary sense. The powerful influence that the more obvious
aspects of the McNish Site survey data exerted on subsequent interpretations, on the contracting
agency's scope of work, and on the Institute's testing research design is all-too-clearly revealed by
this project.
In defense of both the Institute and the National Park Service, the small size of the survey
sample can be cited as contributing to this situation: even with the advantage of hindsight, it does
not seem unreasonable to have assumed that the 18th century artifacts represented the initiation of
the McNish habitation, and that documentary and archaeological research revolving around John
McNish would subsume the early materials. This was not the case; by the time that the true nature
of the historic component was known, all of the budgeted fieldwork and most of the documentary
research was completed. Attempts to reconstruct the chain of title to the site in the colonial period
were made but failed due to gaps in the documentary record. This failure was not the result of
poor research methods but rather a reflection of the inherent problems in dealing with incomplete
early colonial records. The built-in flexibility provided by the two-phase documentary research
program was not sufficient to overcome these problems, especially for a fieldwork program that
lasted less than two weeks. Only long range, integrated research programs possess sufficient
flexibility to adapt effectively to the research challenges presented by the McNish Site and others
like it.
Another shortcoming in the Institute's research design was the lack of a focussed testing
program dealing with the prehistoric component. While limited prehistoric material was collected
during the survey, the site was not considered potentially eligible for the National Register.
Furthermore, the survey data was not adequate to devise a coherent research design for Phase II
evaluation. Nonetheless, the contractor was required to "address" the prehistoric component.
Thus, when it became evident that deeply buried prehistoric materials were the rule rather than the
exception at the site, all test units had to be excavated more deeply than planned (and budgeted)
for, resulting in a smaller number of test units than originally proposed. The survey data, gathered
from shallow tests, had indicated that the historic and prehistoric components of the McNish Site
shared basically the same boundaries. However, deep stratigraphic testing in areas of high
historic debris concentrations revealed a prehistoric component of the site with dissimilar
boundaries.
On the other hand, the research design was sufficiently flexible to result in the discovery
and investigation of an unanticipated colonial occupation and several prehistoric occupations
spanning nearly three millenia. We feel that determining the true nature of this site under some
very considerable research constraints constitutes a major accomplishment of this project. This
clearly illustrates a common phenomenon of archaeological research: it is not always possible to
predict what is present at a site based on survey data. If totally accurate predictions were possible,
there would be no need to engage in secondary testing. Finally, the research design also succeeded
admirably in determining the presence of historic burials in the McNish grave enclosure, and in
placing the McNish occupation in historical perspective, as called for in the contracting agency's
scope of work.
Recommendations
It is concluded that the McNish Site, 9CH717, is not elibible for inclusion in the National
Register of Historic Places. The historic component of the McNish Site, while of an early and
little-known period, has been seriously disturbed and does not in itself recommend the site for
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further study. Hence, further testing or data recovery directed solely at the historic component of
the McNish Site does not appear to be warranted at this point in time due to the combination of the
documented disturbances with the lack of focus of the remains.
On the basis of the available sample, the prehistoric component of the McNish Site does not
appear to possess sufficient potential for yielding significant information about early human life on
the coast to establish its National Register eligibility. This assessment is based solely on the
sparseness of the prehistoric material recovered from the 12 test units excavated at the site. Hence
we do not recommend further testing or mitigation of the prehistoric component
It is recommended that the McNish family cemetery be enclosed with a fence set at least
three meters outside the remnants of its brick walls. The marble markers and slabs should be
secured at the cemetery or removed to a place of safety to prevent accidental breakage. The markers
should be stored with marble finials collected during the survey and now curated at the Ft. Stewart
museum. If the markers are removed, appropriate contemporary replacement markers should be
substituted memorializing the two identified burials (of the four present), namely, John McNish
and his infant son, William Couper McNish. [As of this writing, DEH reports that the fence has
been erected and the marble artifacts warehoused.]
Due to the limited extent of Phase II testing it is possible that deeply buried cultural features
remain undetected. If the site is to be developed for recreation purposes, any subsurface
disturbances in excess of 20 cm should be monitored by a qualified archaeologist
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Appendix 2
Faunal Remains from the McNish Site
Analysis performed by Dr. Elizabeth J. Reitz, University of Georgia
and Timothy Young, University of Tennessee at Chattanooga
Genus and Species Identified
Bos taurus, cow
Sus scrofa, pig
Odocoileus virginianus, white-tailed deer
Didelphis virginiana, opossum
Sylvilagus spp., rabbit
Provenience List
F.S. 15: 50 cm Test 210N 220E
2

Wgt,
1.1

Modification
none

3

.6

none

Identification
Artiodactyl teeth fragments, moderate
wear
UID Mammal fragments

F.S. 51: 50 cm Test 190N 190E
No. Wgt.
1
.1

Modifications
burned

Identification
UID bone fragment

F.S. 60: 50 cm Test 240N 240E
1

Wgt.
5.6

Modification
none

Identification
UID Mammal fragment

F.S. 61: 50 cm Test 240N 230E
1

Wgt.
0.2

Modification
burned

Identification
UID Mammal fragment

F.S. 62: 50 cm Test 240N 220E
No. Wgt.
1
.4

Modification
none

Identification
UID Mammal tooth fragment

F.S. 66: 50 cm Test 170N 220E
1

Wgt.
.4

Modification
burned

Identification
UID Mammal fragment

F.S. 72: 50 cm Test 190N 170E
No. Wgt.
4
3.9
1
8.3

Modification
none
moderate wear

Identification
Artiodactyl teeth fragments
Bos taurus molar

F.S. 73: 50 cm Test 190N 181E
No.
1
1

Wgt.
2.2
.1

Modification
moderate wear
none

Identification
Bos taurus adult incisor
Artiodactyl tooth fragment

F.S. 155: Search Trench E, Burial Enclosure
No.
2

Wgt.
1.2

Modification
none

Identification
UID Mammal fragments

F.S. 151: Search Trench B, Burial Enclosure
No. Wgt.
1
.3
.3
1

Modification
none
burned

Identification
UID Mammal fragment
MD bone fragment

F.S. 107: West Search Trench, Burial Enclosure
1

Wgt.
1.1

Modification
none

Identification
Sylvilagus spp., left femur shaft

F.S. 216: 1 x 2 m Test 165N 229E, Level 3, Zone B
No. Wgt.
2
4.6

Modification
none

Identification
Sus scrofa premolar in maxilla or
mandible

F.S. 220: 1 x 2 m Test 165N 229E, Level 4, Zone C *1
M
1

Wgt
6.0

Modification
none

22
1

48.3
4.9

none
none

1
5

6.0
32.3

none
none

Identification
Sus scrofa molar in maxilla or
mandible, heavy wear
UID Mammal fragments
Bos taurus, proximal 1st phalanx,
fused
Bos taurus, left ulna, fused
Artiodactyl, UID fragments

F.S. 77: 1 x 2 m Test 193N 190E, Level 2, Zone C
ND,
1

Wgt,

.2

Modification
none

Identification
UID small Mammal fragment

F.S. 214: 1 x 2 m Test 197N 189E, Level 1, Zone B
No.
2

Wgt.

1.6

Modification
none

Identification
UID Mammal fragments

F.S. 212: 1 x 2 m Test 197N 189E, Level 2, Zone B
No.
3
1

Wgt.

.8
1.2

Modification
none
none

Identification
Sus scrofa teeth
Artiodactyl tooth

F.S. 211: 1 x 2 m Test 197N 189E, Level 2, Zone C
No•

Wgt.

5
3

9.8
.7

Modification
1 burned
2 burned

Identification
UID Mammal fragments
UID bone fragments

F.S. 210: 1 x 2 m Test 197N 189E, Level 3, Zone C
No. Nigt„
1
45.7
1
1.3
7
2.0
8
2.4

Modification
none
none
3 burned
4 burned

Identification
Bos taurus metacarpal/metatarsus
Bos taurus incisor, light wear
UID Mammal fragments
UID bone fragments

F.S. 209: 1 x 2 m Test 197N 189E, Level 4, Zone C *2
10
4
1

Wgt.
4.6
1.2
1.4

Modification
none
1 possibly burned
cut

Identification
UID Mammal fragments
UID bone fragments
Didelphis virginiana, left distal
humerus, fused
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F.S. 226: 1 x 2 m Test 197N 189E, Level 5, Zone D
No.
1
1
1

Wgt.
.5
.3
5.0

Modification
none
burned
light wear

Identification
UID Mammal skull fragment
UID bone fragment
Bos taurus premolar
(possibly deciduous)

F.S. 227: 1 x 2 m Test 197N 189E, Level 6, Zone D
No. Wgt.
1
.5

Modification
burned

Identification
UID Bone fragment

F.S. 99: 1 x 2 m Test 199N 212E, Level 2, Zone B
3
3

Wgt.
6.1
.8

Modification
none
burned

Identification
UID Mammal fragments
UID bone fragment

F.S. 108: 1 x 2 m Test 199N 212E, Level 3, Zone C
3
3

Wgt.
2.0
.6

Modification
none
2 burned

Identification
UID Mammal fragments
UID bone fragments

F.S. 109: 1 x 2 m Test 199N 212E, Level 4, Zone C
1

14.0

Modification
none

5

25.8

2 burned

Identification
Bos taurus 1st phalanx, distal &
roximal fused
UID Mammal fragments

F.S. 118: 1 x 2 m Test 199N 212E, Level 5, Zone C
No, Wgt.
1
.4
2
1.4

Modification
burned
none

Identfication
UID bone shaft
UID Mammal fragment

F.S. 117: 1 x 2 m Test 199N 212E, Feature 3
1

Wgt.
1.7

Modification
none

Identification
UID Mammal fragment
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F.S. 101: 1 x 2 m Test 200N 197E, Level 8, Zone F

LQ,
1

Wgt.
.2

Modification
burned

Identification
UID bone fragment

F.S. 192: 1 x 2 m Test 200N 246E, Level 2, Zone B
LQ,
4

Wgt.
15.0

Modification
none

Identification
UID bone fragments

F.S. 193: 1 x 2 m Test 200N 246E, Level 3, Zone B
1

Wgt.
.1

Modification
none

Identification
UID bone fragment

F.S. 111: 1 x 2 m Test 210N 224E, Level 2, Zone B
2

Wgt.
4.8

Modification
none

Identification
UID Mammal fragments

F.S. 112: 1 x 2 m Test 210N 224E, Level 3, Zone C
1

Wgt.
.2

Modification
none

Identification
UID bone fragment

F.S. 135: 1 x 2 m Test 210N 232E, Level 1, Zone A
I.
1

Wgt.
.5

Modification
none

Identification
UID Mammal fragment

F.S. 160: 1 x 2 m Test 215N 249E, Level 2, Zone B *3

No.

y

2
1

2.0
8.0

Modification
none
none

1

4.1

none

Identification
UID Mammal fragments
Odocoileus virginianus, left proximal
radius, fused
Odocoileus virginianus, right proximal
ulna, unfused

F.S. 161: 1 x 2 m Test 215N 249E, Level 3, Zone B
6

Wgt.
9.9

Modification
1 burned

Identification
UID Mammal fragments

105

F.S.164: 1 x 2 m Test 215N 249E, Level 3, Zone D
2

Wgt.
2.0

Modification
none

Identification
UID Mammal fragment

F.S. 162: 1 x 2 m Test 215N 249E, Level 4, Zone B
2

Wgt.
1.6

Modification
possibly burned

Identification
UID Mammal fragments

F.S. 165: 1 x 2 m Test 215N 249E, Level 4, Zone D
No.
1
1

Wgt.
.4
.4

Modification
possibly burned
burned

Identification
UID Mammal fragment
UID bone fragment

F.S. 167: 1 x 2 m Test 215N 249E, Level 5, Zone B
2

Wgt.
2.0

Modification
none

Identification
UID Mammal fragments

F.S. 182: 1 x 2 m Test 239N 244E, Level 2, Zone A
1

Wgt.
3.8

Modification
none

Identification
Artiodactyl cf. Bos taurus, tooth
fragment

F.S. 186: 1 x 2 m Test 239N 244E, Level 3, Zone C
ILTQ, Wgt.
1
1.1
2
1.2

Modification
none
none

Identification
UID Mammal phalange
UID Mammal fragments

F.S. 189: 1 x 2 m Test 245N 240E, Level 4, Zone C
1
1

Wgt.
.2
10.6

Modification
none
none

Identification
UID bone fragment
Bos taurus, right bulla, fragment

F.S. 206: 1 x 2 m Test 245N 240E, Level 9, Feature 5
6

Wgt.
1.2

Modification
none

Identification
UID bone fragments
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F.S. 218: 1 x 2 m Test 245N 240E, Feature 5, soil sample
No. Wgt.
.5
3

Modification
none

Identification
UID bone fragments

Notes by Dr. E. J. Reitz
*1 The degree of fusion on the cow elements suggests that these were adult animals.
*2 Distal humerii fuse early in an animal's life. The fused opossum humerus may or may not
indicate an adult, but it does indicate at least a juvenile.
*3 Likewise, proximal radii fuse early. It is possible for a deer to have a fused proximal radius
and an unfused proximal ulna between 8 months and 29 months of age.
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